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SUMMARY 

fn h i s  1963 speech a t  Michigan S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y  and subsequent 

worldwide cable, A I D  Administrator M. Peter McPherson autLined a new 

approach to agricultural extension. While AID has m o d i f i e d  i t s  

' in i : ia l  emphasis on extension as a primary means of agricultural 

p r o d ~ c t i o n , ~  Administrator McPherson noted t h a t  more targeted 

extension e f f o r t s  have a continuing rule i n  a g r i c u l t u r a l  

development ,  He p a r t i c u l a r l y  e m p h a s l i e d  the p o t e n t i a l  o f  i n n o v a t i v e  

exteension approaches--mobilizing t h e  p r i v a t e  sector, applying modern 

mass communications, a m  se lec t ive ly  s t rengthen ing  public 

extension--to more e f f e c t i v e l y  t ransfer  improved agricultural  

technology ts Third World farmers. 

T h i s  paper assesses  AXDis historical experience in agr icu l tura l  

extension i n  relation to the experience af  other  donors,  the 

development o f  the American extension system, and the larger 

extens ion l i t e r a tu re .  It a l s o  p r ~ v i d e s  a descriptive a n a l y s i s  and 

selected case s t u d i e s  of recent  A I D  projects w i t h  part icular  

reference t o  the  use of innovative extension approaches. The study 

found that  

d During the p a s t  ten years, most o f  AID'S extension 

a c t i v i t i e s  have i n v o l v e d  r e l a t i v e l y  t r a d i t i o n a l  attempts t o  

strengthen e x i s t i n g  extension systems or t o  create para l l e l  

extension organizations through t r a i n i n g  and techn ica l  

assistance, 
rr 



o Recent prcjee: papers inbieate t h a t  a number of i n n c v a t i v e  

ex tens ion  approaches a r e  b e i n g  implemented, b u t  dacumehtary 

evidence on effectiveness and impact remains sparse- 

E x t e n s i o n  recammendations d r a f t e d  by the Rgrfeul!xJral 

Technology Working Group were based primarily on the 

experience c f  o the r  donors and non-governmental 

Qrganlzat ions .  Limited f i e l d  s t u d i e s  of promising A I D  

e x t e n s f  on e f f a r t s  m u l e  p r o v i d e  a useful b a s i s  for 

asG' i t iona l  m i s s i o n  guidance. 

o Most o f  AID'S extension activities appear to have been 

deve loped  w i t h o u t  clearly def ined long-term e x t e n s i o n  goals  

o r  clear s trategies  r e l a t i n g  e x t e n s i o n  to larger technology 

transfer and agricultural development issues,  

o AfDts s u p p o r t ,  e s p e c i a l l y  dur ing  the 1950's and 196Qts, for 

decentra l i zed  ~ x t e n s i b n  services centered around 

a g r i e u f t u r o l  u n i v e r s i t i e s  may have been dismissed 

Prematurely.  Recent Impact Evaluations of Agricultural  

Higher Education suggest t h a t  AfD1s support often p layed  a 

key role i n  developing agr icu l tura l  u n i v e r s i t i e s  t h a t  have 

the potential t o  provide  important technology dcveiopment 

and transfer services. 



- G The World i3enk's Trofnlng and V i s i t  ! T & V )  system has proven 

an e f f e c t i v e  approach t~ i m p r o v i n g  the delivery of 

exzens ion  serv ices  in some s e t t i n g s ,  Sut  has y e t  tc preve  

i t s e l f  in Africa and Latfn America. T & V f s  emphasis on 

centralized, nat iona l  extension bureaucracies seems 

inconsistent with AfDTs own development p h i l o s ~ p h y  and may 

be p a r t i c u l a r l y  ineffective i n  ccuntries where local 

agro-ecoPogftal c o n d i t i o n s  arc heterogeneous. The f&V 

approach also seems beyond the financial means of many bast 

c m n t r i e s .  

D feu extens ion p r o j e c t s  have focused on farmer organizations 

and farmer  self -help a s  e x t e n s i o n  components, despite AID* s 

experience w i t h  local p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and t h e  h i s t o r i c a l  

i n v u h e m e n t  of Tamersv groups in extension in t h e  U n i t e d  
b 

S t a t e s -  

* 
o The Agricultural Technology Management Norking Graup and 

the  INTERPAKS project  both  emphasize t h a t  extension is o n l y  

one constraint to agr icu l tura l  development and t h a t  t h e  

impact of extension depends on other elements in a larger 

agricultural  technology transfer system. They conclude 

t h a t  extension aetiGities should be implemented as part of 

a wider agricultural  development strategy that  takes these 

constraints i n t o  account. 



A l ~ h o u g h  agzlcultural develcpment has  remained a key component of 

U D ' s  development ass is tance  strategy far marc than t h i r t y  years, 

AID'S approach t o  agr icu l tura l  extension has varied markedly-  

During the 195Qas and early 1360ts, BID and i t s  predecessors 

mobilized thousands of extension prolcssionals t o  establ ish and 

9xPand  4merican-style extension i n s t i t u t i o n s  throughout the 

deve la? lng  world .  A f t e r  p e a k i n g  i n  t h e  early 1960's, hawever, AID'S 

S W p o Z  f o r  n a t i o n a l  extension systems dec l inea  r a p i d L y .  By t h e  

ear iy  137Qts A I D ,  f o r  the mast p a r t ,  had abandoned its attempts to 

t r a n s f e r  American extension models d i r e c t l y  to third world 

s e t t i n g s ,  Ins tead ,  A I D  began emphasizing the dissemination oS 

s p e c i f i c  research results, most a f t e n  as p a r t  of geographically 

foeused a g r i c u l t u r a l  and rural development p r ~ j e c t ~ ~  

By the l a t e  1 9 7 0 ' 5 ,  o t h e r  donors-most notably  t h e  World Bank w i t h  

its t r a i n i n g  and visit system--bad t a k e n  the l e a d  i n  promoting lsrge 

s c ~ l e  extension system reform. However, A I D  cont inued to support a 

v a x l e t y  of  more focused ex tens ion  a c t i v i t i e s ,  i n i t i a t i n g  more than 

1,085 projects with extens ion components between 1973 and 1981. 

Extension was the primary a c t i v i t y  i n  a t  least 264 o f  these 

projects .  Between 1980 and 1985 such extensian projects received 

more than $302 m i l l i o n  in A I D  funding (an average o f  about $50 

million per year), rcpresentfng nearly 7% of the Agency's 

Agriculture, Rural Development, and N u t r i t i o n  support, 



D u r i n g  t h e  19BOss, AID'S extens ion  p o r t f o l i o  became more diverse and 

n i s s i o n s  began experimenting w i t h  new extension approaches i n v o l v i n g  

p r i v a t  s firms, modern mass communications, and the  selective 

strengthening of public extension institutions. The importance of 

t h e s e  new e x t e n s i o n  i n i t i a t i v e s  was formally recognized by 

Administrator McPherson fn a 1985 speech a t  Michigan S t a t e  

U n i v e r s i t y  and s subsequent worldwide cable to A I D  n i s s f o ~ s -  

Despite a l l  of t h i s  a c t i v i t y ,  many A I D  off icers s t i l l  perceive 

e x t e n s i o n  as "something we used to support, but no longer funb-" 

T h i s  paper is intended both to d i s p e l 1  t h i s  notion and to suggest 

fu tu re  extension strategies and priori t ies .  The paper analyses 

AID'S extension experience in relation to t h e  a c t ~ v i t f n s  of o the r  

donors, t h e  experience o f  American extensban, and the larger 

extension literature. It seeks,  i n  part icu lar ,  ta assess AID1s use 

af more i n n o v a t i v e  extension approaches t h a t  mobilize prf  v a t e  

enze,-prise, mass media, and p u b l i c  burc!aucracies to transycr  

improved agr icu l tura l  t echno log ies  more e f f e c t i v e l y  throughout the 

developing world, 
. 



#HY AID *ABANDONEDR EXTE 

During the first two decades after the Second Warld War, A I D  and its 

predecessors p l a y e d  a promfacnt role in expanding e x t e m i m  systems 

t h r ~ u g h w t  t h e  developing world, Starting nearly from scratch, AID 

h e l p e d  create n a t i o n a l  extension systems in near ly  a dozen L a t i n  and 

C e n t r a l  American countries.  Throughou t  Asfa, A f r i c a ,  and Latin 

..1& America, AIC b u i r  L new agr icu l tura l  unf v e r s i t i c s ,  psovfdecl t s a i n h g  

and t e c h n i c a l  assistance,  and funded t h e  t h e  recurrent c o s t s  c f  

national extension systems* 

Zn t h e  1950's most experts believed t h a t  e x i s t i n g  Western technology 

cou ld  increase agr icu l tura l  p r o d u c t i v i t y  and p r o f i t a b i l i t y  in 

deve loping  countries. A l l  t h a t  was needed, the experts thought, was 

50 teach nat ive  farmers hew to use these t o o l s  and techniques .  

A I D 9  agricultural devePopment strategy therefore emphasized the 

role af host  country  extension systems in transferring t h i s  

supposedly available technology t o  Parwezs. AID'S modal, ostensibly 

a t  least, was the American land grant system. A30 promoted the 

development o f  agricultural  unisrrsities, trained large numbers of  

extension agents ,  and supported the expansion of' nat iona l  e x t e n s i o n  

bureaucracies. 

By the late 1 9 6 0 9 s ,  t h i s  agricultural  development strategy was being 

increasingly quest ioned .  few farmers were adopt ing improved 

technology and the extension systems t h a t  AID had helped create were 

generally p e r c e i v e d  a s  i n e f f e c t i v e ,  i n e f f i c i e n t ,  and irrelevant. 



D e s p i t e  AID'S large investment, e x t e n s i o n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  In most O y  

t h e  developing woxid continued: 

averiy centralized and p a l i t f c i z e b ;  

we L i m i t e d  contacts with farmers; 

to have inadequate  l i n k a g e s  w i t h  researchers, p r i v a t e  

i n d u s t r y ,  and other agr icu l tura l  p r t i c i p a n t s ;  

to have poorly trained, inexper ienced,  and oveswurked 

extension agents; 

t o  encompass numerous nun-extension respons ib i l i t i e s ;  

t o  r e l y  on inef fect ive  and outmoded methods; and 

50 have l i t t l e  technology of  pract ical  value t o  impart. 

In part ,  these problems reflected the difficult condit ions ,  l i m f  ted  

resources, co lon ia l  legacies, inappropriate pol ic ies ,  and inadequate 

management of h o s t  governments. In p a r t '  they also rcflected 810's 

own extensfon approach, which emphasized process over substance, 

communication over technology, and a predominant role for  national 

extension bureaucracies. To a large extent ,  this was based on an , 

o v e r s i m p l i f i e d  view of American extension t h a t  ignored t h e  land 

grant system's participatory h i s t o r y ,  social and p o l i t i c a l  

evolution, and decentralized structure. 



According t o  conventional wisdom, AID'S ef  rorts to t r a n s f e r  the 

American extension system f a i l e d  btcausa the land grant model s i m p l y  

does not work i n  developing country settings. However, t h e  

extension systems that A I D  supparted differed dramatically Pram 

e x t e n s i o c  in the U n i t e d  S t a t e s .  fn part ,  t h i s  refleeted Al'D's 

e m p a s i s  on contemporary American extcnsien approaches, rather  than 

extensfon as it h i s t o r i c a l l y  evolved. X t  also reflected AID'S 

acceptance of  t h e  strong cen t ra l  planning and n a t i o n a l  bureaucracies 

emerging in the post-colonial e m .  

The U,S extens ion  system was never t h e  kind a? national extension 

bureaucracy characteristic o f  mast developing countries. Nor was 

the U, S. extension system a v e h i c l e  for imposing progress an 

r e s i s t a n t  ax i l l- informed farmers. Bount i fu l  na tura l  resources hztre 

d o u b t l e s s l y  p l a y e d  a role i n  the success of American agricu~ture, 

but the  development and a p p l i c a t i o n  of agrleultural  science has been 

a t  least  equally important. This has been accomplfshed through a 

historical ly unique partnership among federal, state ,  and local 

governments--a research an9 extension systems t h a t  encompasses 

federal laboratories, land-grant universities, extension of f ices ,  

and a variety  of ~ t h t r  public and private institutions, 

The f edera l  government p l a y s  an important, but not a dominant role 

in this agricultural research and extension system. The nearly 



aillion do l lar  USDA Science an6 EaucatLon b d g e t  represents only a 

relatively snaP1 p o r t i o n  of our nat ions t  total annual investment in 

scientific agriculture, Indeed, most federal  funds are used to 

support s t a t e  and l o c a l  research and extension act ivi t ies  t h a t  are 

o n l y  loosely m o n l t c e d  by the  Tederal bureaucracy- T h i s  is 

especially true f o r  the cooperative extension system, which includes 

about 200 federal profess ionals ,  but invo lves  nearly X0,000 state 

an2 local e x t e n s i o n  agents and more than a million e x t e n s i o n  

vcdunteers. 

organ i zed  attempts Lo diffuse and apply scientific agriculture  has a 

long history in the United S t a t e s  t h a t  far  predates the 

establishment of a n a t i o n a l  agricultural  rcsearc h and extension 

system. U n t i l  t h e  twentieth century,  these agricultural extension 

a c t i v i t i e s  remained the r e s p o n s i b j l i t y  o f  fndeptndcht s t a t e  and 

local groups, Initf a l l y ,  these groups were dominated by larger and 

wealthier farmers, but  America's smaller farmers were also pioneers 

who b e l i e v e d  i n  their r a p a c i t y  for  self-improvement. During t h e  

first hal f  of the 19th century, their local agricultural  fairs 

become forums far exchanging new methods and ideas. Grass roats 

agr icu l tura l  irnpro~wtent societies began springing up, especially 

amon; increas ingly  prosperous farmers i n  t h e  northeast and north 

central sta tes  (Scot t  I970:30). Agricultural education and 

s e l f - s t u d y  became popular and hundreds o f  agricultural  journals and 

newsletters were founded (Goodwin 1988:1185, Waggoner 1976: 722-23). 

By 1858, the U n i t e d  Sta tes  conta ined  more than POD local 

agricultural  societies ( S c o t t  L97Q:ll). 



Wnile s l a t e  boards o f  agricultural were e s t a b l i s h e d  to meet fa rmers '  

demands f o r  better infarmation and new knowledge in some regSans, a 

separate f e d e r a l  department o f  agriculture was not created u n t i l  the 

passage of t h e  MurrilL act in 1862, The HarriPl Act also gave 

each s t a t e  be given an acreage o f  federal land t h e  income from which 

would  be used to support a college o r  u n i v e r s i t y  of agriculture. 

The American l a n d  grant system was born* 

ft would be more than 50  years, however, befoze a national program 

of agricultural extension would become a part of this system and Pew 

o f  the new agr icu l tura l  colleges offered much t h a t  !was of immediate 

value to practicing farmers. Indeed, aany commentators viewed the 

f i rs t  20 years af the land grant  experiment as a disappointing 

fa i lure :  "With few except ions ,  enro l lments  i n  agrLculture were so 

small as t o  be a l n o s t  nonexistent, facu l t i e s  were weak and orten 

incompstent, and even enthusiasts could n o t  agree as t o  what should 

be t a u g h t w  ( S c o t t  1970:27). The a p p l i c a t i o n  of science t o  farm;*.rg 

advanced slowiy, if a t  a13, 2t was n o t  u n t i l  t h e  f i n a l  yesrs of the  

19th century, e s p e c i a l l y  a f t e r  the  passage of t h e  Hatch Act i n  1887 

providing funds f o r  s t a t e  agricultuxaP experiment s t a t h n s ,  t h a t  

research oriented agricultural  universities emerged. Meanwhile, 

farmers were organizing politically, and much o f  the  later shape nf 

agricultural  extension reflected t h i s  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y .  

For American farmers, the i a t e x  h a l f  o f  the 19th century was an e r a  

of r i s i n g  p o p u l i s t  discontent. As the frontier expanded, m r e  



people began farming mcfe acreage ,  more intensively, with more 

mechanical equ ipment ,  and t o t a l  a g r i c u l t u r a l  production rose 

s h a r p l y .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  prices fell even faster, Soon farmers 

began u~'ganiz.ing to protest the i r  dif f icult ies .  I n  less than 10 

years, t h e  National Grange grew t o  750,000 members. During the 

1880's and 1890gs, the Farmers* Alliance jrew even f a s t e r .  

Sy t h e  end of  t h e  1 9 t h  c e n t u r y ,  must a f  t h e  farmers' p o p u l i s t  a n g e r  

had abated and the Farmersq R l l f a n c e  and t h e  National. Grange had 

refocused their a t t e n t i o n  an rural self-improvement and educat ion-  

Reading c irc les  and l i b r a r i e s  were e s t a b l i s h e d  throughout t h e  rural 

c o u n t r y s i d e ,  a g r i c u l t u r a l  f a i r s  increased in p o p u l a r i t y ,  and t h e  

number of farm journals grew rapidly, One byproduct of t h i s  new 

found interest  i n  eaucation was the growth o f  Agricultural 

Institutes--traveling lec ture  programs t h a t  p l a c e d  agricultural 

exper ts  i n  direct contact  w i t h  everyday farmers. Although s imilar  

s i m i l a r  extens ion a c t i v i t i e s  had been conducted on a more l i m i t e d  

bas i s  earl ier ,  t h e  I n s t i t u t e  Movement gainzd increasing momentum in 

t h e  189U*s, By the t u r n  of the century, ~ g r f c u l t u f a l  Institutes 

were being held all over t h e  country, increas ingly  under the 

sponsorsh ip  o f  S t a t e  Agricul ture  Departments and land grant 

u n i v e r s i t i e s .  s 

By 1913, more than 3 million people were p a r t i c i p a t i n g  in Institutes 

across the c o u n t r y  each year ( S c o t t  H ? O : l O 5 ) .  L o c a l  programs were 

increasf2g coordinated with regional and s tate-wide  

efforts--including week long seminars a t  agricultural col leges ,  



-9- 

*corn c lubs , "  and s p e c i a l  in te res t  groups. Seed companies, 

1 . e q ~ i p m m t  m a n ~ f  acturers,  ra i l roads ,  and other agricultural  

p a r t i c i p a n t s  were sponsor ing  n ins t i tu tesw as well. The stage was 

Set f o r  t h e  development o f  a mare formal n a t i o n a l  extension system. 

Although t h e  ear ly  20th century saw major advances in agricultural 

knowledge, relatively little was being transferred effect ive ly  to 

t h e  braad mass o f  farmers. Land grant colleges and s t a t e  experiment 

s t a t i o n s  were d e v o t i n g  i n c r e a s i n g  resources to original research an3 

had i i t t l e  f u n d i n g  for extension and farmer educat ion .  Although 

s t a t e  and federal s c i e n t i s t s  began generating hundreds of  research 

b u l l e t i n s ,  they soon di scovered  ( l i k e  many modern bureaucrats) t h a t  

most of these reports  were i gnored  by their intended users. While 

the Institute Movement brought agricultural scientists i n t o  the 

countrys ide ,  even a f f l u e n t  farmers remained skeptical about the 

prac t i ca l  va lue  o f  the recommendations and small farmers and 

share-croppers were rarely reached. Soon, a number of  larger 

extension i n i t i a t i v e s  emerged t h a t  brought t h e  benefits of 

scientific a g r i c u l t u r e  to a much larger audience of farmers. 

The f i r s t  large-scale effort a t  agricult*--a1 extension was Seaman 4. 

Knapp's emergency program to control the threat o f  the  cot ton  weev i l  

i n  the South beginning in 1903, Although the cot ton weevil couldn't 

be elimina*<d with a v a i l a b l e  technology, USDA researchers deve loped  

m o d i f i e d  cropping practices t h a t  minimized its spread and impact. 

T o  be effective, however, the practicer had to be adopted by Large 

numbers o f  poor and often u n w i l l i n g  farmers. Knapp built upon h i s  



e a r l i e r  experience w i t h  experimental farms to recrui t  a team of  

local agents  who began a series of  wdemonstrations" conducted with 

local farmers themselves. 

The experiment was a xasounding success. Knappes propran gained 

wide  publicity and r a p i d  increases in federal funding. The new 

extension system, with county agents  a t  l ea s t  p a r t l y  supported by 

t h e  l o c a l  areas they served, spread thrcughaut t h e  South and 

s ~ t h e a s t .  As t h e  system grew in size, it also expanded i n  scope, 

f o c u s i n g  on a wider range o f  farming problems and developing 

Programs and clubs for rural buys and girls. 

Meanwhile, more affluent farmers i n  the Eastern and North Central  

sta tes  were making increasing demands f a r  information on the l a n d  

grant u n f v s r s i t i e s .  In 1905, t h e  USDA therefore e s t a b l i s h e d  a new 

O f f i c e  of Farm Management, headed William 3. Spellman, to develop 

demonstration ?rejects in cooperation with S t a t e  Experiment 

Stations. Soon, Spellman and the S t a t e  E x p e r h e n t  Stat ions  began 

e n l i s t i n g  district agents to work with farmers. By 1912, these 

agents Mere being  placed i n  i n d i v i d u a l  counties wi th  a substantial 

p o r t i o n  of their salaries coming from local sourcss. 

Much O P  the pressure to hire these county agents came from local 

farmers themselves, I n  1911, f o r  example, in what i s  o f t e n  cited as 

the first modern extens ion  approach, t h e  "Farm Bureaum i n  

Binghampton, New Y o ~ k ,  decided t o  hire a recent agr icu l tura l  

graduate f rom Cornell U n i v e r s i t y  t o  d i f f u s e  innovations t o  famers, 



P a r t  of t h e  s a l a r y  was paid by t h e  Iota1 r a i l r o a d  (hence, t h e  term 

a g e n t )  and pazt  was p a i d  t h r o ~ g h  d o n a t i o n s  from farmers. Soon these 

donat ions  were lnstitutionalired as  annual memberships in t h e  local  

farm buresu (see Rogers 1!~6:22) .  

These pract ical  demonstrations and local agents proved Par more 

ef F e c t i v e  a t  d i f f u s i n g  a g r i c u l t u r a l  i n n o v a t i o n s  than farmer's 

i n s t i t u t e s ,  lec turers ,  o r  p u S l i c a t i o n s .  X n  1914, Congress passed 

t h e  Smith-Lever Act, combining Knapp s and Spellrnanq s sf f ices and 

formalizing t h e  basis f o r  continuing cooperation among federal ,  

s t a t 3 ,  and local extension efforts .  Ovez the next few years,  county 

agents (and s u p p o r t i n g  farm bureaus) spread across the country, By 

1920 more t h a n  t w c - t k i r d s  of America's 3,150 counties had a t  least 

one extension agent;  by 1935 v i r t u a l l y  every county was covered. 

from t h e  beginning ,  f u n d s  for extension came from federal, s t a t e ,  

and l o c a l  sources through a variety o f  matching arxangernents. Over 

time, t h e  f essral  share of extension funding has increased 

( i n i t i a l l y  local sources predomf nated) , alf hougk federa l  funding 

st i l l  remains substantially less than s t a t e  and local  

csntr ibut ians ,  Beginning in the mid-1P30ts, extension ar t1  vitf es 

a l s o  began t o  expand s u b s t a n t i a l l y  beyond praductfon agriculture. 

By the  late 1960ts, extension had become dseply involved in more 

general camwuni t y  development, hone economics, f inancial  planning, 

and even urDm rtrviccs. The number -07 s t a t e  level wsubj€?ct 

matter s p e c i a l i s t s n  has also grown, an. now nearly e q u a l s  t h e  

numbers o f  county agents. Over t ime,  th2 extension service has* 



i n c r e a s i n g l y  emphasized i t s  exper t ise  not in farming,  b u t  in the  

"technuiogym of technology transfer i t s e l f .  

The mature U.S. agricultural  ex tens ion  system t o  which A I D  turned in 

the 1 P S O ' s  and 1960'5, d i f f e r e d  g r e a t l y  Prom the txtcnsibn system 

t h a t  e x i s t e d  a t  an earlier stage in America" aagricultu2al 

development. Many of the features tha t  AID borrowed from t h i s  I 

mature system-an emphasis on extension techniques, cammunity 

development, subject matter experts ,  and non-production tcpics--were 

appzopr ia t e  to mid-20th century America, but had l i t t l e  rel i?vanc@ t o  

the d e v e l o p i n g  world. When these extension approaches were coupled 

w i t h  weak research i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  top-down p l a m j n g ,  overly 

central ized bureaucracies, saciocultural diTferences, inadequate 
+ 

inputs,  and l i m i t e d  marke t s ,  it is not  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  * t h e  American 

ii." extension modeln f a i l e d  in the developing world. 

A t  t h e  same time, many of the features t h a t  he lped  e x t e n s i o n  p l a y  a 

key role in American agricultural growth were ignored by development 

prof essisnal s. These i n c l u d e  : 

o High levels of farmer' partf c fga t im and f aroner s e l f - h e l p ,  

inc lud ing  s u b s t a n t i a l  local payment a? extensfon c o s t s ;  

0 Strong l oca l  farmer groups and strong loca l  control over 

extension agents; 

BEST AVAIL4BLE DOCU 



u Strung demand by farmers f o r  more rap id  diffusion s? 

W r i c u l t u r a l  innovations; 

o An e x i s t i n g  mass o f  improved tezhnology and appproprfate 

i n s t i t u t i o n s  Tor gtnercting new technology* 

o Extensive p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by a wide range o f  agricultural 

P a r t i c i p a n t s ,  inc ludf  ng farmers, e x t e n s i o n  agents ,  

researchers, u n i v e r s i t i e s ,  farm i n t e r e s t  groups, l o c a l  

governments, and p r i v a t e  firms. 



RID'S EXTENSION STRATEGY IN THE 1970's 

The publication o f  Riccts 1971 report on uExtenstun in the Andesm 

marked t h e  end a f  AID'S ambitious attempts a t  comprehensive 

extension system reform. Rice summed up t h e  failures of AID'S 

s u ~ p o r t  f o r  n a t i o n a l  extension systems and suggested an a l t e r n a t i v e  

s t r a t e g y  g r m n d e d  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  programs of agriculturaL change and 

r u r a l  development. t h i s  approach was r e f l e c t e d  in numerous 

e x t e n s i o n  a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  A I D  implemented in t h e  1978's as part  of 

geographfcally focused agrfcul%ural  and rural  deveXogment p r o j e ~ t o *  

w h i l e  many of these extension activities were successful in the ir  

own terms, they  s~ffered from the  generic problems tha t  plagued 

intggxsted development approaches. In the end, few had any lasting 

impact  on agricultural  development or an strengthening indigenous 

extension s y s t e m s ,  i 
Integrated agricultural development projects provided farmers wi th  a 

coordinated range o f  i n p u t s  and services--marketing , c r e d i t ,  

transportation, f e r t i l i z e r ,  seeds, and so forth. Here ambf t i o u s  

integrated rural development projects added health, education, and 

social welfare services intended t o  promote a broader process of 

social and community growth. Most o f  these pro$ects inc luded  

c l ear ly  delineated agr icu l tura l  extension components. 



The s trengthes  and weaknesses 07 such integrated rural d@vehPment 

( I R D )  projects are by now well known. They were based on t h e  simple 

(and o f t e n  v a l i d )  premise that  m u l t i p l e  and interconnected saciaJ 

and economic barriers t o  development had t a  be simultaneously 

addressed f a r  growth t o  occur. f R D  proJects therefore prov ided  a 

whole range d? coordinated services, mast often through existing 

p u b l i c  bureaucracies o r  newly crea ted  q u a s i - p u b l i c  institutions- 

Coordination,  unfortunate ly ,  was o f t e n  easier r a i d  than done, and 

project  after p r o j e c t  failed to d e l i v e r  the promised goods. Seeds 

w r e  a v a i l a b l e ,  but not  fer t i l izer .  ~ x t e n s i o n  agents  visited, but 

had little improved technology to offer. Health  clinics were built, 

but n o t  t h e  roads on which clients would t r a v e l  t o  v i s i t  them, 

Even when IRD pro3ects delivered planned services and improved the 

well-being of beneficiaries in the short-term# t h e i r  long-term 

impact was unclear, Many I U D  projects provided l eve ls  of services 

t h a t  could not be sustained by host governments or replicated in 

ather geographic areas. Once pro feces were completed, new 

~ ~ a n i z a t l a n s  and services often simply evaporated. (See COIE 

Program Evaluation Report Q , I * I  

S t i l l ,  a number of fRD projects showed t h a t  poor, snarl farmers 

would alter their agricultural  practices when appropriate 

information and services were provided.  They also demonstrate6 the 

effectiveness o f  PVOqs in reaching t h e  poorest and most i s o l a t e d  

f armsrs. Yet ,  while PVOgs h a w  an appropriate ro le  in some 

extension a c t i v i t i e s ,  they cannot replace effective national 

extension fnst i tu t ions.  



During t h e  197OVs, some AID prq-jects cont inued  ID focus on n a t i o n a l  

extension systems. Instead cC reeking broad extension r @ f o m ,  most 

qf these p r ~ j e c t  aimed a t  selcctiveLy strengthening e x t t M i 0 n  

institutions by providing training,  t echnica l  assistance. formal 

education, equipment., and cammodities. Whi l e  a few projects 

i n c l u d e d  innovat ive  mass media, private  industry, or institutional 

Linkage components, most improved human resources an the margins and 

ignored the  deeper problems of extension systems t h a t  remained 

overs ta f fed ,  undertrained, poorly focused, and out s f  touch with 

farmers and researchers. Leadership in extension system reforms had 

shi f ted  t o  o ther  donor agencies, i n  part icular ,  t h e  World Bank. 



THE WORLD" SANK'S TRAXNLMG AND VISXT SYSTEM 

J u s t  a s  A I D  was abandoning large-scale extension efforts, the  World 

Bank was beginning a major new extension program, Pioneered by 

Daniel Benor in India ,  the V r a i n i n p  and Visitm sy&a (TLV), as it 

came to be c a l l e d ,  recognized t h a t  extension services in most 

devehpfng c o u n t r i e s  were p r o v i d i n g  l i t t l e  of value to farmers and 

t h a t  broad extension system reform was needed. T&V emphasized 

improved management a t  all extension l eve l s ,  regular t r a i n i n g  f o r  

extension agents, Prequcnt seheduhd visits t o  farmers, and specific 

technical recommendations t o  increase agricultural  product iv i ty  and 

farm incomes, Th is  would bs aecompLf shed t hraugh a h i e r a r c h i c a l l y  

0-rganized extension bureaucracy focused solely on improving 

agricultural  practices. ' 

Key features o f  the Training and V i s i t  system include ( a d a p t e d  from 

o A F i e l d  and Farmer Orientation. the TLV approach mobilizes 

a large number o f  V i l l a g e  Extension larkersa and 

assistants who are i n  direct contact wi th  farmers. The 

farmers s e r v e d  by each YE# arc d i v i d e d  i n t o  groups and each 

group i s  visited on a fixed schedule once' every two weeks. 

Extension workers a t  higher levels--sub:ect matter 
s p e c i a l i s t s ,  ~esearshers, trainers, district ex tens ion  

officers, and senior s t a f f ,  are also expected to wist the 



f i e l d  of t en .  To ensure t h a t  t i m e  ih the f i e l d  is spent 

p r o d u c t i v e l y ,  report ing requirements are kept t o  a minimum. 

o Req~lar and Continuous Training. Each Vil lage  Extension 

Worker participates i n  a regular training program w i t h  

district  s u b j e c t  mat te r  spec ia l i s t s  once swery t w o  weeks. 

A t  t h i s  s e s s i o n  extension agents  are taught specific 

t e c h n i z a l  rezommendations (wimpact p o i n t s n )  to pass on t o  

f a n m s  over t h e  next twc weeks. The training sess ions 

a l s o  psovf  d e  an apportunf t y  f o r  Village Extension Workers 

t o  discuss the recammendations, to modify them to f i t  local  

conditions,  t o  bring special farming problems t o  the 

a t ten t ion  af subject matter special ists  and researchers,  

and ta l e a r n  about new research f indings. Subject  matter  

spetf a l i s t s  p m v f  de t h i s  training t o  about t e n  different 

groups o f  Vil lage  Extension Workers each rortnight. Zone 

d i s t r i c t ,  and r u b d i v i s i a n e l  extension oTFfcers and subject 

matter specialists part ic ipate  in similar t r a i n i n g  sessions 

and in workshops with researchers each month. 

o Specific Technical Messages and Time-bound hrk. Vil lage  

Extension Workers provide  Canacro g i t h  specific technical  

recommendations ('impact p o i n t s m )  st t h e i r  meetings even' 

two weeks. Recommendations far  each area a r e  tasght  t o  

Subject Matter Specialists a t  regular monthly #oskshops and 

passed on t o  Village Extens ion  Workers a t  for tn ight ly  

training sessions. 



Q Linkages w i t h  Research. Sub j e s t  Matter Spec ia l i s t s  and 

senior extension s ta f r  communicate farmersq p r ~ b l m s  t o  

researchers for  invcs t ipa t ion  and solution. Extension and 

research s t a f f  part ic ipate  in seasonal and monthly 

workshops and j o i n t  field t r i p s  to ensure t h a t  production 

resammendations are adapted by extension workers, as 

necessary, t o  make best use 07 specif ic  l o c a l  environments 

and a c t u a l  farmers resources. 

o Concentration of Effort, A 1 1  ex tens ion  s t a f f  work  o n l y  on 

agricultural  extension. All extensfun s t a f f  perform 

spec i f i c  d u t i e s  a t  that are intended t o  complement the 

act iv i t i e s  of' extensfan workers a t  other levels .  ' ~ a c h  

s t a f f  posf t ion has  has i t s  own c l e a r l y  def ined and 

real i s t ic  j o b  respsnsibilities, witherut dupLf.cation of 

e f f o r t ,  aimed a t  supporting Village Extension Workers. 

Village Extension Workers concentrate solely on 

agriculture, and on ly  on those crops and practices that  are 

relevant t o  a part icular  season and locality. Through 

trairafng, a t ten t ion  is concentrated on o few major 

recommendations aimed at%icreasing production and 

overcoming speciff c constraints t h a t  tamers Taco. 

o S i n g l e  Line of Command. T&Y extension is organized under a 

single line o f  technical and administrative command, 

t o m a ~ n l y  w i th in  a Ministry or Department of Agriculture. 



The line o f  command normally e x t e n d s  from a Director of  . 

a g r i c u l t u r e ,  through the Directtr of Extension (and s e n i o r  

Subject Matter Specialists), Zone Extensf on Off  hers, 

District Extension Officers (and distr ict  Subject gatter 

S p e c i a l i s t s ) ,  Subdivisional Extension Off icers  (and Subject 

Matter S p e c l a U s t s ) ,  Agricultural Extension Officers, 

Vi l lage  Extens ion  Officers, and contact  Tarmers. Although 

support 2s required from teaching, research, and 

agricultural service organizat ions ,  e x t e n s i o n  workers are 

respons ib le  to a unit w i t h i n  o n l y  one department, which 

should be s o l e l y  accountable f o r  t h e  operation of the 

extension system. 

o Professionalism A l l  o f  t h e  previous  characterfstics def ine  

extension professional  organization, w i t h  well, trained 

workers, well inPormed about current research, able to 

relate and communicate thef r problems, and with 

s u f f i c i e n t  resources and support  t o  provide  appropriate 

advice to farmers. 

By t h e  m1619701s, World Bank sponsored TLV extension had achieved 

remarkable success in increas ing agricultural  p r o d u c t i v i t y  and 

farmer incomes in Ind ia  and parts of Asia. During the late 197!3fs 

and 1980fs, however, as experiments with T t V  di f fused  more w i d e l y ,  

t h e  claims became more muted. T&V, it seemed, was proving more 

d i f f i c u l t  t o  impleatent successfully in L a t i n  America and Africa. 



At least i n  p a r t ,  t h i s  v a r i a t i o n  r s f l e c t e d  t h e  characteristics of 

the particular agricu3,tural systems in which the T&V was being 

a p p l i e d .  Xn India and Asia,  field crops, such as  wheat, maize, and 

rice, were emphasized m d  agricultural conditions were relatively 

unif'asm across large  geographic areas. Recommendati~ns developed at 

t h e  nationaL or regional level were r e l e v a n t  to large numbers ot 

farmers. In ATrica and Latin America, an t h e  other  hand, a wide 

range of crops were adapted t o  a diverse  spectrum of  

micro-environments. It proved very d i f f i c u l t  f a r  s trong ly  

c e n t r a l i z e d  e x t e n s i o n  bureaucracies,  even better managed ones, to 

develop specific t e c h n i c a l  recommendations ta l lored  t o  such a wide  

range of farming systems and problems. 

C o s t  was also a factor. While large  numbers of field agents,  a 

manageable r a t i o  o f  agents t o  farmers, .and adequate support services 

may be desirable and necessary, many countries could not  af'ford 

them. As a resul t ,  wmodif iedn T&V systtns, with  fewer, less mobile, 

agents, serv ing larger numbers o f  Parmers became t h e  rule  rather 

than the exception. 

T&v also faced organizational problems i n  attcepting t o  estab l ish  

flexible, responsive bureaucxc ias  In countries with long histories 

o f  bureaucratic overcentralizatf on and i n e r t i a .  Not surpr is ingly ,  

many newly reorganized extension systems responded s l u g g i s h l y  to 

farmer needs, lacked t e c h n i c a l  recommendations t h a t  reflected 

current research, and failed to t a i l o r  farmer messages t o  lorah 



farming c o n d i t i o n s ,  I n  Malawi, for example, t echnica l  messages 

disseminated by the  modified T&V extens ion system had t o  be approved 

by a s i n g l e  n a t i o n a l  review boarb. This board took t w o  tu three 

years to apfrave a new technique and could make l f t t3e  effort t o  

t a i l o r  approved "packagesm t o  l o c a l  needs o~ problems. 

F i n a l l y ,  T & V t s  bureaucratic ~gproach  t o  extension is explicitly 

designed to d e l i v e r  a r e l a t i v e l y  s .rill number a f  speci f ic  technica l  

messages to farmers, D e s p i t e  the best i n t e n t i o n s  of extension 

p lanners ,  Vil lage  Extens ion  Workers tend to learn these messages by 

rate.  It is very d i f f i c u l t  for what is b a s i c a l l y  a bureaucratic, 

top-down i n F o m a t i o n  delivery system t o  Poster extension agents who 

ean flexibly respond  t o  the n e e d s  of local farmers, 

T&V supporters n o t e  t h a t  t h e i r  primary aim i s  s i m p l y  to make 

i n e F f i c i e n t  and ineffective e x t e n s i b n  systems more relevant and 

better managed. Yet, w h i l e  t h i s  may be a worthy goal, some aspects 

of t h e  T&V approach seem incongruent wi th AID'S larger  development 

phi losophy .  T&V begins with the assumption t h a t  extension s h o u l d  be 

the re spons ib i l i t y  af a sf ngla, nat iona l  extension bureaucracy, T&V 

seeks t o  improve ex tens ion  planning and management to more 

e f f e c t i v e l y  pass  down centrally determined recommendations t o  

farmers. 

An alternative to t h i s  emphasis  on bureaucratic  management would be 

am emphasis an farmer part ic ipat ion  and farmer demand for 

extens ion .  T h i s  would require an inportant role f ~ r  independent 

extension agents who were responsive and responsible to local farmer 



groups.  It w o u l ~  require regional i n s t i t u t i o n s  t h a t  combine 

research ana e x t e n s i o n  responsibilities and h a e  direct contacts 

w i t h  f arrnezs. It would likely encompass f a r m i n g  s y s t e m  research, 

bottom-up planning, p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by nun-governmental organizations, 

and l i m i t e d  central coordination. One need not ,  i n  other words, 

begin w i t h  the World Bank's premise t h a t  better nat ional  

bureaucracies arc  t h e  answer. One c o u l d  begin instead w i t h  2 

P a r t i c i p a t o r y  approach, t h a t  fits AID'S experience and e x p e r t i s e  

resembles American e x t e n s i o n  as it h i s t o r i c a l l y  evo lved ,  and both 

A I D  and host governments can af ford .  It i s  also an approach t h a t  

can b u i l d  on AID'S Vour p i l l a r s w  through a v a r i e t y  o f  i n n o v a t i v e  

e x t e n s i o n  i n i t i a t i v e s .  



INN DVATLVE APPROACHES TO AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION 

In his opening address a t  the Michigan S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y  Conference 

an "The International Role  o f  E x t e n s i ~ n , ~  on March 31, 1985, AID 

Administrator M. Peter McPherson noted t h a t  

I n  the  f a c e  of harsh realities i n  d e v e l o p i n g  countries, and 

based upon a better understanding of our own evolut ionary  

experience, t h e  i n i t i a l  A I D  emphasis on extension a s  a primary 

means of increasing agricultural  product ion has been 

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  modified, Recognizing t h a t  improved technology is 

s i m p l y  n o t  available in many cases, we have increased our 
+ 

support for  research, There are now relatively few A I D  projects 

t h a t  focus exclusively  on organized publ i c  extension e f f o r t s .  

We are [now] exploring several new approaches intended to t e s t  

the effect iveness  o f  t tchnolugy transfer t o  Thf r d  World Pwmers. 

AdmLnistrator McPherson went on t o  outline an extension strategy 

emphasizing support for p r i v a t e  sector extension initiatives, t h e  

use of  mass media techniques to-reach broad audiences, and 

selectively s trengthening  p u b l i c  extension institutions, 

During the  summer 6? 1985, &LDFs Working Group on A ~ r i c u l t u r a l  

Technology Management began examining ways i n  which AID missions 

c o u l d  implement these recommendatfons, By February o f  1966, the 

Working Group had prepared a report outlined new extension 
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u n i t i e s  based on assessments of a c t i  v i t i e s  by t? wide range of 

donors ,  host governments, and nun-governmental organizations-  The 

conclusions t h i s  report are summarized 

Strenqthenlno P u b l i c  Extension: 

The Working Graup noted t h a t  nearly every country has some ? o m  of 

p u b l i c  extension system and t h a t  p u b l i c  extension i n s t i t u t i o n s  w i l l  

con t inue  t o  p l a y  a major role in agricultural  development and 

change. However, e x t e n s i o n  in most developing countries cont inues  

t a  face an zdvtrse external  environment (inappropriate pol ic ies ,  a 

lack o f  "farmer-readyu technology,  insufficient inputs, inadequate 

infrastructure, and limited budgets) and a variety of internal 
I 

weaknesses (poor l inkages with research, inadequate traf ning, 

limited contact w i t h  farmers, i n s u f f i c i e n t  resources, and fragmented 

a u t h o r i t y )  . 

One approach to solving these problems would be thorough-going 

rerarm, but despite AXDis early attempts to e s t a b l i s h  e f f e c t i v e  

universi ty-based ex tens ion  systems, extension i n  most developing 
* 

countries remains centralized in natAontil bureaueraeies, Although 

the World Bank's T&V system embodies extensive management reforms, 

t h i s  approach has not yet achieved significant results in Africa and 

L a t h  America. S i m i h r l y ,  AID% attempts at sidestepping national 

bureaucracies through special extension organiz8tions has created 

new problems of sustainability and reintegration. The Working Group 

concluded t h a t  A W s  primary approach to extension reform should be 

embodied in policy dialogue activities. 



Since the ear ly  1370ts, a numSer o f  A 3 3  projects have tried to 

selectively strengthen p u b l i c  extension i n s t i t u t i o n s .  The Norking 

Group concluded t h a t  future  profeces should emphasize a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  

1. Zmpmve cammunieation, coordination, and cooperation 

between extension institutions and o t h e r  important 

a g s i t u l t u r a f  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  in club in^ researchers and 

farm~rs,  by 

--lf nking research and extension through new o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

or multi-agency planning groups; 

--applying t h e  farming systems research and extension 

approach; and 

- - l i n k i n g  t h e  private sector with extension by inc lud ing  

pr ivate  farmers and agribus inesses  as major contributors i n  

planning, coordinating, and implemeating p u b l i c  extension 

a c t i v i t i e s .  

2 ,  Develop human resources by provid ing  f c n a l  education, 

on-the- job t r a i n i n g ,  or technical  assistance t o  enhanee the  

s k i l l s ,  tra in ing ,  and experience of extension agents and 

managers. 



3 ,  Imprcve t h e  mix UP e x t e n s i o n  methods and complement 

t r a d i t i o n a l  one-to-one e x t e n s i o n  agenttfarmer contacts  by 

--making better use 09 extension volunteers and 

Farapralessiunals; 

- - i n i t i a t i n g  direct farmez-to-fanner exchanges; 

--utilizing mass communiealions, inc lud ing  radio ,  f i l m ,  

p r i n t ,  and other organized communieatian campaigns 

(including s o c i a l  m a r k e t i n g  techniques), t o  reach large 

audiences a t  low cos t ;  and 

--using modern information techniques (micracamputers and 

specialized agricultural information databases) t o  get more 

accurate and relevant information Lo extension agents i n  

the  P i e l d .  

4. Organize farmers t o  h e l p  themselves through farmers 

organizations; cooperatives; credit  societies; water user 

associations; and other groupings based on gender, age or 

other common tharacterislics. 

The Working Grcup provided few examples of how these  goals have 

actually been achieved in A I D  projects. However, the Repor: does 

l i s t  hypothet i ca l  extenslon problems and p o s s i b l e  mission 

interventions t o  a l l e v i a t e  them. The Workins Group emphasized t h a t  



any attempts to s t zengthen  publ fc  e x t e n s i o n  i n s t i t u t i o n s  should be 

based on PZSCZ assessments o f  agrfcultura3. development p r o s p e c t s  and 

a realistic expectat ion t h a t  targeted improvements w i l l  produce 

meaning? ul results. 

Stf  rnulatinq P r i v a t e  Sector Extension : 

The agxiru3tura3 p r i v a t e  sector is extremely diverse, encompassing 

i n d i v i d u a l  small farmers and v a s t  corporate estates;  i t inerant  tool 

peddlers and mult ina t iona l  manufacturers: Farmer s e l f - h e l p  groups 

and i n d u s t r y  associat ions .  Despite t h e i r  differences, a33 of t h e s e  

enterprises share a common market orientat ion,  s t r i v i n g  t o  make 

p r o f i t s ,  or a t  least break even, by selling goods and services. 

Such private sector organizations become i n v o l v e d  i n  extension 

because they believe t h a t  t h i s  involvement  will increase their 

prof i t s ,  enhance their s u r v i v a b i l i t y ,  or provide other economic 

benefits f o x  t h e i r  members. 

Effect ive  p r i v a t e  sector extensfon a c t i v i t i e s  require appropriate 

host government policies (including an economic and r e g u l a t ~ r y  

environment that al lows p r i v a t e  firms t o  set  competitive prices and 

abtain acceptable returns) ,  adequate i n f r a s t r u c t u r e ,  and suppoPtfve 

public agencies. Even so, the p r i v a t e '  sectort s sale i n  extension 

remains circumscrtbed. . Pr ivate  firms are oriented primarily towards 

sommobitits tha t  can be sold profitably in cash markets and are more 

Xikely ta provide extensfan services when they arc selling products 

which, because o? patent ,  trade secret ,  or  marketing advantages, 



o n l y  they  r a n  provide ,  Privare firws are also more l i k e l y  to 

PXomotE! higher cos t  inputs--hybrid seeds, chemical ferti lfzers,  and 

machines-that produce high-value romrnodit5es. within thcs@ 

I i n i t a t i s n s ,  however, p r i v a t e  f ims  have important @xt+nsion X O ~ ~ S  

t o  platy. 

One of t h e  most common reasons t h a t  p z i v a t e  Pims become fnvolved i n  

e x t e n s i o n  i s  to promote or increase the sales  U P  t h e i r  products .  

P r i v a t e  srabutess in deve lopfng  countries,  as in t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s ,  

often provide information t o  h e l p  farmers t a k e  maximum advantage of 

the products (seeds ,  fertilizers, tools, and servieesj they are 

selling, Sometimes pr ivate  firms will even promote a broader range 

of improved farming pzactices intended to increase the overall  

security and income o f  their farm Rousehold customers. The Working 

Group Report c i t e d  numerous examples of such p r i v a t e  sector 

extension Trom all over the world. Mast common was the sole of seed 

companies in providing it-Formatian and services on the use of  

improved varieties. Similar extension services have also been 

provide6  by agricultural  feed eompanfes, fert i l izer  providers ,  

cooperatives, and credit i n s t i t u t i o n s .  

Private ffms also become involved i n  agricultural  extension as a 

means of  ensuring the  supply  and q u a l i t y  of the agricultural 

commodities they process and market. I n  some countries, large 

a g r i b u s i n e s s e s  have organized groups of smal l  farmers Par whom they 

sell i n p u t s ,  offer credit, prov ide  technica l  a d v i c e ,  and purchase 

crops. Sometimes these activities involves arrays of 



quasi-independent satel,  fte farmss sametimes corporately owned 

i n d u s t r i a l  agribusiness  cores, and sometimes just loosely organized 

groups ef farmers, O f  ten, however, the extensf on services provided 

inc lude  a w i d =  range z? Faad z ~ b  s u h i s t a n c e  craps. Examples 

mentioned by the working Group Include ALCOSA vegetable processing 

and marketing i n  Guatemala, CBiAC vegetable production in the 

Dominican Republic ,  AMUL dairy operations in Ind ia ,  PINAR milk 

P Z a ~ e s s i n g  in Turkey ,  Iharoen Pshphand pZg r a i s i n g  f n Thai land ,  

Baader sugar pracessing in Kenya, and B r i t i s h  American tobacco 

operations in Kenya, Sri Lanka, and severaP other countries. 

Another reason t h a t  pr ivate  firms provide agricultural extension is 

to deve lop  and pro tec t  their farm investments. Commescfal banks, 

farmer cooperatives, producer organizations, and Tamer self-help 

groups that  have provided credit t o  farmers i n  order -to make 

prof i ts ,  meet government lending requirements, or respond t o  

memberst needs, may also provide  extension services.  Examples 

inc lude  the Agricultural Devehpmcnt Bank in Northeastern Thailand 

(an IFAWWorld Bank project), the National Rice Growers Federation 

f n Colombia, t h e  CEPLAC cocoa producers organization in Brazi l ,  and 

t h e  FONAGRO cotton and corn producers association in Peru. 

t 

There are numerous other s i t u a t i o n s  f n which pr ivate  arganf zatians 

lack suTficient incentives ar resources t o  provide extension 

services alone, but where they can still usePully eomplemenl public 

extension in i t fa t i ve s  or provide  contracted services more 

er f i r fent ly ,  Private f i r m s ,  f o r  example, somet%mes cooperate in 



joint txaining programs with publ i c  agencies or provide  coZP0rate 

sponsorship f o r  formal academic programs. PVWs and NGDRs often 

receive support Tram p u b l i c  extension agencies or local dcvefopaent 

authozit ies  t o  provide sparEalLired extension services t o  target 

populatf ons i n  gartf r u h r  areas, Xndeed, between 1975 and 1984 

nearly 1% of AID'S extension activities involved WOys or N60ms. 

Another, t h u s  Par untested,  approach would urfllze Iseal mtrpthants 

and itinerant peddlers as dissemination channels  for public 

extension information, p a r t i c u l a r l y  t o  farmers i n  i s o l a t e d  areas 

(see, f o r  example, Solem 3985)- f i n a l l y ,  p r i v a t e  f i m s  have played 

major mles in mass cammunitation act ivi t ies .  I n  the Bhilfpfners 

Massagana 99 profect, 70s example, a private  firm was hired t o  

conduct a national  social marketing campaign t o  increase rice 

production, 

While the Working Group's report provided numerous examples of 

p r i v a t e  sector @xtens ion activf ties, few of' these examples i nvolwed 

AID projects. As the report notes, "AfDrs current portfolio 

i n c l u d e s  varied, but isolated, examples of agricultural research, 

credit, marketing, and extension projects  t h a t  invo lve  various ?arms 

of private sector partitipationew The Working Group daes suggest, 

however, ways in which AID ai~sion~ could facilitate Tuture p r f v a t t  
, 

sec2or involvement by pxoviding support tor Zapraved hast government 

policies; Tor training in private  sector skil2s; and specifit 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  such as f e a s i b i l i t y  s t u d i e s ,  investment guarantees, 

short-term financing, management consulting, and otherwise 

encouraging p u b l i c  and private sector cooperation, 



Extension messages have t tad l t iona2ly  been disselafnated through 

direct contacts between extension agents and individual  i t f m + r s  Qr 

small groups of farmezs, WM5e such one-to-one extension a e t i v f t i e s  

can e f f e c t i v e l y  d i f fuse  new agriculturaL techniques, t h e y  are n o t  

Pa=ticularly cost-effective.  AID has therefore supported a number 

af pro jec t s  aimed a t  using mass communieatfuns (primarily psint and 

radio1 to reach large  numbers of farmers sfrnultaneously* The 

Warking Group n o t e d ,  however, t h a t  there is still  great po tent ia l  

f o r  further increasing the coverage and impact of' extensiun through 

more sensitive, tomprehensiva, and be t t e r  integrated mass 

communication i n i t i a t f v e s ,  

Promising approaches i d r n t z f f e d  by t h e  Working Group fncludrr 

o Open broadcast in^. Daily or weekly radio broadc8sts o r  

informational programs for  farmers ere already caamon i n  

developing countri er. D e s p i t e  exceptions f c.g,, the 

Devtlopfng Cbuntries Farm Radio Network in Canada) many ot 

these programs cons is t  07 dull, and mostly irrelevant$ 

stud20 talks by panels of agricultural technicians, Open 

rad io  and t e k v f s i o n  broadcasting can be on effect ivo 

extension vehicle, however, given adequate training, 

resources, and product ion skills and etbact ive coozdinatfcn 

w i t h  other cornmunitation techniques and agricultural 

servi ees. 



C Adv+rtiring. Social marketing 

involves t h e  use of mass media advert izfng techniques t o  

inf luence the ace tp tab f l f t y  of s o c i a U y  bsnef'icial beliefs 

and the  adoption of social ly benei iefal  practices. I n  the 

U n i t e d  S t a t e s  social  marketing campafpns have been mounted 

Fox a variety oF causes ranglng *om increasing seatbelt 

use t o  decreasing smoking. RID has successfuUy used 

social marketing techniques t o  increase contraceptive use 

and promote o ra l  rehydration therapy in projects throughout 

the world, With a few exceptions, soeh a s  the Massagan8 99 

campafgn i n  t h e  Phi l ipznes ,  social marketing has becefvod 

little use in encouragtnp the adoption o? new agricultural 

practices. 

o P r i n t  Media. Materials such as  posters, rlicrs, manuals, 

booklets ,  and newspapers have been used as e x t c n s L ~ n  agent 

handouts, instructional aids, in farm forums, and w i t h i n  

advert ir ing and social  marketing campaigns. When used 

well, p r i n t  media @an provide a graphic reminder at  

extension messages and nave -a muPtfplfex c?frct a s  messages 

are passed from hand t o  hand. tdke open broadcasting, 

however, print media are best  used as canganents st a more 

compsehensive communf cation system. 

o M u l t i p l e  Channel Systems : The Campaign, SpeeLfic 

* tommunicatians media are best  used as part o f  a more 



comprehensive c~mmunicatfons systems i n v o l v i n g  the a 

variety of inf ~ r m a t f o n  channels ,  including race-to-f ace 

contacts. Some grogzaas have cmscfously taken advantage 

of m u l t i p l e  channels by organizing broad coemunhation 

campaigns focused an partfculaz issues, such as health,  

nutr i t ion ,  family planning,  and literacy. Social marketfng 

s c t f v i t i e s  generally Pal l  w i t h i n  t h i s  category- 

o M u l t i p l e  Channel Systems: Distance Teaehin~.  Distance 

t each ing  general ly  involves an open broadcasting program 

companies coupled with formal i n s t r u c t i o n  and a variety sf 

teachf ng materials, Xn its use a-f aultfplc comuniretion 

channels, it i s  a calmer corolary t o  national  campaigns. 

One of the  best known distance teachfng activities in 

agriculture is the  f NADESFURMATION program in West Africa, 

which has provided correspondence pruprams tor extensfon 

a g e n t s  and farwers s f n r e  1962, 

o Comprehensive Conmunicatians ~ystems. Alt huugh there are 

many examples o? piecemeal apgl icat ibns  of mass media to 
0 agriru3tural extension, there are ?cr t r s e s  in which 

agriculturaL programs have developed euapmshcnsivt 

communications systems. One exception i s  the Basic V i l l age  

Education pro ject  in Guatemala whfch experimented with a 

v a r i e t y  o f  radio, Face-to-face cont%ct, banner forums, and 

other  communi+atisns techniques as part  o r  a braad support 

system f a r  agricultural extension, 



Although A I D .  has i n c l u d e d  mass eommunieations projects in s v a r i e t y  

of spec i f i c  extension e f f o r t s ,  the Walking Croup noted tha t  

extension projects rarely include a systematically planned 

communications component. Future extension projects could inc lude 

mass cummunfratian as in tegra l  par ts  of prodect plans,  devise 

projects using mass ccamunications approaches as a cata lys t  for 

change, part ic ipate  in ShTt s new centra l ly  funded ACammunfcation for 

Technology Transfer in Agriculturem projec t ,  or draw on a variety o f  

available technical assistance to assess the P e a s l b i l i t y  of RaSS 

communication methods. 

Overview of working Group Findings:  

Although t h e  Working Group provided i n te res t ing  descripti~tts of 

innovat ive  extension practices--particularly p r i v a t e  sector 

extension-few o f  the examples were o f  AID-spansored a c t i v i t i e s .  

The Wo~king Croup's recommendations--to provide better extension 

training,  conduct more p r i v a t e  sector feasibility s t u d i e s ,  and 

del iver  more technica l  assistance for sass communkcatfons--offer 

I little specific guidance tor rissions. The Working Groupg$ does 

repeatedly emphasize t h a t  the impact of' cxtenaian i s  determined nut 

merely by the tf?iefency and efiectiveness of' extension, but also by 

the place of extension within s l a rger  system a? technology transfer 

and agricultural  development. T h i s  i m p l i e s  t h a t  missions should 

care fu l ly  assess wider u p p ~ r t u n i t f e s  f o r  agr icu l tura l  growth-the :; 

existence o f  appropriate government po l ic ies ,  markets, I 

transportation, agricultural  inputs, research i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and i! i\ 



search of AZD1s Davelapnent Inforimtion System ( D Z S  identlPded 

1,065 projects  i n i t i a t e d  between 3975 and 5986 tha t  invo lved  a t  

least some agricultural extension a c t i v l t i c s .  An initfal 

examination o f  pro jec t  summaries i d e n t i f i e d  386 cases in which 

extension appeared to be a major concern. A more de ta i l ed  review of 

a v a i l a b l e  documents eliminated another 120 p r o j e c t s  in which 

extension components were t o o  indirect or in which the or ientat ion  

was pr imar i ly  towards  r s s e a x h ,  

A destriptive a n a l y s i s  of the remaining 266 proJects was conducted 

based on a review UP project documents and abstracts. This ana lys i s  

focused on broad project characteristics, such as proJcct scope, 

implementing organization, method af implementatfan, and major 

profec t  a c t i v i t i e s ,  The analys i s  revealed a diverse  extension 

p o r t f o l i o  t h a t  included a wide range of p r o j e c ~  emphases, 

The vast  majority of t h e  266 proJects f81.5X) eoncentrated on 

extension a c t i v i t i e s  wf t h f  n a s i n g l e  count ry ,  However, t h i s  

inc luded everything  from projects focusing on a single lacale (e.g., 

e s t a b l i s h i n g  a new extension center in northeast Thailand) t o  

projects supporting entire national extension systems (for example, 

fn Malawi), Another 8% a? the projects had a mult inational  t o w s  

(for example, the Eastern Cati bbean) , whf le 5,- covered a l l  

developing cuuntries (rentrally managed Science and Technology 

a c t i v i t i e s ,  f o r  t h e  most part ) .  O n l y  3.3% of the  projects were 



canducted directly with  universities, another 1.1% were conducted 

with international i n s t i t u t i o n s  (such as IRRII, and for one project 

( -4% o f  the cases) t h e  scope a f  act2  vity could nut be detcrmLncd- 

(See Table 11 

The choice of laplcmcnting organization--the e n t i t y  directly 

responsible for conducting praJect activities--was strongly biased 

tawords governmental i n s t i t u t i o n s .  More t h a n  64% of the proJects 

were implemented by national government organizations, ine luding 

l i n e  ministries, departments, and otficcs. Private voluntary 

organizat ions (PVO s) were the second largest category, i n @ l m W t i n g  

13.5% of  the pro jec ts  under consideration. U n i v e r s i t i e s  and 

quasi-independent institutes were the  next lazgest categories, 

implementing 7.0% and 5.6% of the projects respectively. For a 

small percentage oP projects (1.1%), the implementing organf zation 

could not be determined from a v a i l a b l e  project  documents, (See 

Chart 2) 

Approximately SO: o r  the projects e x p l i c i t l y  focused on dtvc lop inp  

the i n s t f t u t i o n a l  capabf l i t f e s  07 implementing o ~ a n f r a t i s n s .  In 

t h i s  regard, about 33AX a t  the projects provided brganiratfbnal 

support for e x i s t i n g  extension servfcts, vhfLls 16.3% established new 

extension centers or programs. While notf onal governmmts, in 

various forms, remadned the primary fnplernenter of agrirultura3 

extension p r o j e c t s  throughout this period, t h e r e  is some evidence o? 

a shbft  towards increased use o f  PVO's over time. 







The t h i r d  major category of analysis was t h e  kind of ex tens ion  

support a c t i v i t i e s  the pro jee ts  provided, Since many prof ec ts  

u t i l i z e d  more than one method or approach fn seeking t o  achieve 

their intended goals, the  percentages sum t o  were than 100%. 

As Charts 3 and 4 indicate, traditional approaches t o  agricultural  

extension continued to predominate during t h e  1975-1984 period.  The 

majority of' the  p r o j e c t s  (56%) provided  various kinds of short-term 

t e c h n i c a l  t r a i n i n g  for extension agents and/or farmers as a maJar 

component sf project act iv i t ies ,  The second most common approach, 

u t i l i z e d  i n  27% of the projects, was t o  provide formal education, 

prfmarl ly  f o r  extension ?gents and other s x t e n s i ~ n  professionals4 

Tradit ional  dem~nstrat ions oP new farneing techniques a t  universities 

0s i n s t i t u t e s  was the t h f  rd m s t  camnorr a c t i v i z y ,  utilized f n nearly 

23% of t h e  projects, T h i s  was supplemented by technical assistance 

in 35% of t h e  projects*  

fewer projects 

most important 

the cases, was 

extension (Re 

made use a? i n n o v a t i v e  extension approaches, The 

of' these innovat ive  a c t i v i t i e s ,  utXlfred i n  14.2% of 

a sbceifie attempt t o  ,strengthen research and 

) links, usually by creating new organiratlanal 

structures or c~mittees .  about 7.5% o? t h e  profects involved a . 
c lear ly  defined mass media (most o f t e n  p r i n t  media) component. Just 

over 6% of t h e  pro j e t t s  f dentified a r t l v i t f  es oriented towards 

meeting t h e  needs o? Pernabe farmers, while another 6% sought t o  

implement some kind of integrated farming systems research and 

extension approach. Practitioner oriented, wan-farm* demonstrations 







were used in 5.2% of ',he projects .  However, pr iva te  firms were 

i n v o l v e d  in only nine projects (3.3%). In all, only 65 of the 266 

projects  (24.446) made use 07 what could even loosely be termed 

"f n m v a t i v e R  extension approaches. Cf early, such innovative 

approaches have not  yet  became w major part o f  A fDqs  extmsion 

TO summarize, more t r a d i t i o n a l  training, education, and 

demonst~aZions have remained A I D ' S  prjmary ex tens ion  i n t e r v e n t i o n s  

during t h e  past ten years. While more i n n a v a t i v c  extension 

approaches, invo lv ing  the use o f  mass media, the  mobil izat ion 07 

p r i v a t e  firms, and the selective strengthen& ng o t  publf c 

i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  are now rete iv ing  increasing emphasis, A3bts 

experience with  such approaches remains l imi ted .  Some of t h e  

documented examples t h a t  do exist are examined in t h e  next section. 



The cateporical a n a l y s i s  o f  AID'S extension pbrttol io  revealed tha t  

only a s e l a t f  vejly small percentage o f  the extension projects 

i n i t i a t e d  during t h e  last ten years included innovative components, 

A more de ta i l ed  look a t  a sample of these projects showed tha t  i n  

nost  cases, i m o v a t i v e  components were either re la t ive ly  minor or 

were more t r a d i t i o n a l  than summary documents suggested. This no 

doubt r e f l e c t s ,  a t  least i n  p a r t ,  lags in pro j ec t  reporting, s ince  

most innovative projects (for example, ?arming systems research and 

extension pro:ects) have only  been i n i t i a t e d  i n  the l a s t  Tew years .  

3 u t  t he  dearth o f  exam2les l i k e l y  a l s o  reflects l i m i t e d  act ion.  

w h i l e  there has been mudh t a l k  a t  new extension approaches, Afbts 

experience w i t h  new methods remains q u i t e  t h i k  

.. 
Based on the d e s c r i p t i v e  a n a l y s i s  OF praJett abs trac ts ,  twenty-nine 

seemingly winnavat ivem projects  were chosen f o r  which all avai lab le  

documents were oatained. A thorough review of this documentation, 

revealed on ly  e ight  projects that  had sufticient nattriaf  s far 

adequate assessment. Many of t h e  more seemingly innovat ive  projects 

were still  being inplemeotcd and had not y e t  Seen eva luated  (see 

appendix i for a l i s t  of these  projects). Other innovative projects 

may not even have been entered y e t  fn the Development fnforanatian 

S y s t e m .  
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Given t h e  small s i r e  af t h e  samgle, p r o j e c t s  were assessed 

i n d i v i d u a l l y ,  and cannot be considered representat ive of' a more 

general extension approach. Three o f  the projects inc luded a mass 

media component; seven attempted t o  strengthen the Links between 

research and extension; two 09 the  projects   oru used on women f n  

development; and one of the projects involved a p r i v a t e  company. 

Despi te  t h e  smal l  size o f  t h e  sampre, several interesting 

characteristics and issues emerged. 

1, Aquaculture Development In Egypt (#2630064) 

CPeriod: 1978-1984; LOP C o s t  : $27,SOO,OOO] 

This project sought to increase the  a v a i l a b i l i t y  a? high q u a l i t y  

Prote in  in Egypt by provid ing  capabilities f o r  t h e  sustained 

uevelopment of t h e  fish farming indus try  through improved 

institutians f o r  planning and coordf nat f on, appl f  ed research, 
3 

t ra in ing ,  and extension. The project sought t o  se3ective'Strengthen 

publ ic  extension activities through four main extension components: 

1) Building a new center t o  coordinate a q ~ a ~ ~ l t u r e  research and 

extension activities; 21 estab2fsh"fng and p r o v i d i n g  technical 

assistance t o  a Nat ional  Committee for Aquaculture development; 3 )  

e s tab l i sh ing  demonstration plots  adjacent to the National  

Aquaculture Center to education farmers and t o  serve as models Tor 

fish farming expansfon; and 41 establishing both formal and informal 



extension t r a i n i n g  programs in aquaculture to support t h e  

establ ishrne~t  of  an zddi t iona l  5,000  Peddans of f i s h  farms 

throughout the Shazkfs-XsmaUa area. 

unfortunately, the  profect experienced severe inrplementation 

d f f f f c u l t f e s  and by 1982 had achieved few a? its original goals- 

Four years a f t e r  initiation, the project was a1ready two years 

behind schedule, Const ruct ion  was just beginnip3 and planned 

technical assistance was Rot yet  being provided.  Even so, 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  who were l eav ing  f a r  long-term research and extension 

training were no t  scheduled t o  return until ay te r  technical 

ass i s tants  departed. An audi t  report in 1982 stcummended that  the 

project be terminated if implementation probfems could  not be 

resolved in a timely fashion. By early 3986, the pzogeet was stil l  1 

being implemented, but was falling further and further behind 

schedule. According t o  mission sta f f  (infortnal communication), the 

project was o v @ r l y  ambitious, underfunded, end poorly designed from 

the start. Certainly, Pew of its i n i t i a l  goals  for improving 

research and extension coordfmtfon were realized ar even tested. 

* F i s h  Productfon System Development in Jamaica (13320059) 

(1 ime Perf od: 1979-1984; LOP Cast : $4,187,000) 
8 

This project sought to increase food production, Ancome and 

empZoyment and t o  reduce food imports and foreign exchange dralns  by 

e s t a b l i s h i n g  a regional training program in fish production. The 

prafectts maJm extension components included both short  and 

long-term t r a i n i n g  lor n i n t y  new extension agents, training i n  f i s h  



production for  nine hundred and twenty farmers, advanced aquaculture 

training for f arty-f ive students a t  the Jamaica Schoel of 

Agriculture, and t h e  establishment of q fish hatcRery/dcmonstration 

facility r f t h  20 acres of ponds. 

OveraU, this aquaculture proJcct aeramplished a great deal 

mare--especially i n  terns o r  production goals-than the project  I n  

Egypt. By the Mid-Project Evaluation,  450 new fish farms were in 

operation and many a d d i t i o n a l  farmers had appl ied far ass is tance ,  

However, t h e  extension components o f  the project appear Zess \i 
successful, raising questions about how necessary extension r e a l l y  

is Tor  this kind oZ agricultural technology transfer. Only 49% of' 

those targeted for direct farmer t r a i n f  ng, the most Znnovative 

extension element, had a c t u a l l y  received training by t h e  mid-tern 

evaluation. Fomal  training far agriculture  s tudents  and extension 

agents lagged even further behind schedule and the primary t ra in ing 

facility, t h e  Jamaican School of Agriculture, had been cioged. Yet 

farmer demand was high, ?Angerling productiar Pacil it irs  were well 

established (in p a r t ,  through an earlier pro jec t ] ,  and f ingerUng  

distribution to tamers was proceeding ahead o t  scheduXc. 

Education Media for Women in the LAC Repfon (85950574) 

(Project Period: 1078-1983; LOP Cost: $$45,OQO) 

T h i s  project sought t o  increase and make more efYective the 

participation o f  low-income rural women i n  the agricultural sectot  

by deve loping  and testing a systemat ic  approach t o  disseminating 
w 



farming, marketing,  and food processing information to women w h i l e  

increasing their awareness o f  t h e  agricultural services for which 

they are eligible, The implementing aDency ( the  Xntcramesbtan 

I n s t i t u t e  of AgricuZtvraX Sciences (IICAII was supposed t o  gather 

data on how rural women received agsicultural intomation and t o  

develop a set  of guidelines, based on this data, ?us usinp various 

approaches [ paxtf  cularly mars medf a)  i n  reaching rural women- 

In some respec t s ,  the project  was proceeding successfulky by L t s  

mid-term eva luat ion .  According t o  the Project Evaluation Summary 

(PES) prepared in 1980, i n i t i a l  f i e l d  surveys' f n the  Dsnf nican 

Republic i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  mappropriate new ecanomie activities tbb 

women were developed,  promotfonal visits end training mertfngs werc 

h e l d ,  and necessary suppLits werc distributedeg However, the 

o r i g i n a l  mass medi9 focus of the project had Been abandonede As the  

PES noted, "a major problem is the leek  of mass medfa training 

activities. XZCA d i d  not f u l l y  appreciate the i n t e n t  af the proJect 

to explore low-cost media based trafnfng strategies for rural 

women. As a result, an TZCA prdjact manager wi th& media 

experience waw hired  and a site was selected in which ram women 

have little access t o  media. Indeed, the proJett f i e l d  manager 

ugersistently argues tha t  cwtmunitatian media cannot teach 

cff ectively. Thus, whi le  the  pro ject  sucesssfulZy docused 

extension a c t i v i t i e s  on ramen, a t  l eas t  a t  initial bitld sites I t  

f a i l e d  to test i n n o v a t i v e  communication strategies. 



Aqro-industrfal  Expert Development in Honduras (~5220120) 

( T i m e  Period: 1975-1881; LOP Cost $1,700,090) 

. 
This project sought to involve private  companies i n  developing and 

market1 ng agricultural  export products, part i  t u h r  processed and 

fresh f w i t s  and vegetables, by providing training and f cehnfcal 

assistance both f o r  farmers and agrfbusfnesaes. Although the 

p r o j e c t  d i d  not  have a p a r t i  t u l a r l y  s t  rctngj extension component, it 

was included i n  t h e  sample because it was the only private sector 

extension pro jec t  f o r  which s u f f i c i e n t  documentatfan could be found. 

The private company selected t o  develop the processed vegetable 

component of the project was Mejores Alf mentos. Phase I of t h i s  

component called for rarmers t o  plant  325 hr. of  tomatoes under 

contract for salt to Majores Alimentos a t  a ?Axed price. Production 

credit was t o  be disburser  f i r e c t l y  from the National Development 

Bank, A technical  assistance team composed o? AID contractors, 

MaJores Alfmentos employees, and SOH extension agents was t o  be 

provided, 

Unfortunately, t h i s  component of the .project was plagued w3th 

problems from t h e  start. When implementation Began Sn 3977, only 

one s p e c i a l i s t  (warking for Ue Sores A l f  nrentbs) had any experience 

growing tomatoes and Yew o? t h e  part ic ipat ing ?ameri had ever grown 

the crop. The farmers were required t c  buy inputs from Mebores 

Alimentos ( the National Development Bank was b i l l e d  directly) and t o  

p2y for transporting tomatoes t o  the cmganyts  p l a n t .  Losses t o  
I 



farmers In t h e  first  year were heavy ,  Qarmers wafted up t o  two years  

for payment, and implementation ground to a halt, According t~ t h e  

mic-term eva luat ion ,  the major problew was t h a t  formers bore 911 or . 

the rfrk a? expanding tomato production, The compapy was simply not 

commft.ired t o  AID'S goal o f  a s s i s t i n g  small Pamars ar i n  promoting 

experts' to U S .  markets, 

The second pro jec t  component, fresh vegetable produetian, fared 

better. A f t e r  experimenting w i t h  a v a r i e t y  o f  crops, the Standard 

F r u i t  Company s u c @ s s s f u U y  contracted with small Tarmers t o  grow 

cucumbers for e x p o r t ,  though the  numbex UP Pamers was only a 

fraction o f  the number ' envis ioned i n  t h e  project paper, The f i n a l  

evaluation also crit icized Standard F r u i t  and the government o? 

Honduras for providing i n s u f f i c i e n t  technical  assistance, t ra in ing ,  

and extens ion  t~ small farmer produce=% 

As this prajeet indicates ,  successful involvement of private  7irms 

with small  farmer extension requires a "hands-on camfttmcnt by the 

care company and i n t e n s i v e  managerial, t t e h n i c a l ,  and f i e l d - l e v e l  

superv i s iunu  (Agricul tural  Technology Working Group 1986), This, 

i n  turn, means t h a t  a cmgany must part le ipate  in extension 

activities not  merely as a project contractor, but because it sees a 

long-term interest-end profit--in providing extension serviecs. 

This  cornmittment was lacking An the case of Mejores Alimentus and 

remained weak even i n  t h e  case o? Standard F r u i t ,  



Nunformal Vocat fona l  fducation i n  Thai land  (#4930295) 

(Time Period : 198Q-1983; LOP Cost $500,060) 

This project sought t o  increase. and redirect resources and services 

t o  econowically depressed areas t o  Increase the productivity, 

income, and employment o p p a ~ t u n i t i e s  sf poor tam ?m.iIPes. ?he 

project sought to strengthen publ ic  extension i i i ~ t i t u t f o n s  An 

Thai land by p r o v i d i n g  technical  agricultural ,  survey research, and 

mass media training for  mobile extension teams t h a t  would serve 

loca l  se t t l e r s f t ra iner s  who would disseminate extension messages to 

small farmers in turn. 

S i x t y  extension workers received tra in ing  i n  the project's first 

phase. After receiv ing this training, extension workers were 

expected  to conduct a v i l l a g e  survey t a  provide a baseline 

cmparison fo r  targeted v i l h g e s ,  Next t i g h t  mabdlc teams of' 

extension agents and audiavisual experts were formed, These teams 

were respansible  f o r  choosing t h e  settlersttrkfners wlth whom they  

would work, for tra in ing  them, and for supporting them through f i e l d  

v i s i t s  t o  their v i l l ages .  The teams were also responsible for 

gathering information an agricultural conditians and changes in the 

vi l lages  an$ f o r  relaying questions and problems t o  t h e  regional 

training center. The f i n a l  phase of t h e  project involved a 

Follow-up survey  ol 17 v i l l a g e s  t h a t  ac tua l ly  rece ived  extens ion 

assf stance. 



The most innovative aspects a? the  pro ject  i n v o l v e d  the use of 

mobile extensf on teams, the cmphasi s on audiovisual  rsraterials, and 

t h e  use of' indigenous settlers/trafners as extension channels, 

Although the project paper viewed the use of' ouch settlersttrainers 

as end ?rankly e~perimcntal,~ Thailand h s ' a  -long history df' 
volunteerism among the rural poor, The proJest, un?ortunate2y, 

f a i l e d  to achieve most of  its goals ,  and was terminated ahead of 

schedule. 

According to the  ProJect Audit Report, major problems included: 

1) reluctance on t h e  part a? many Thai o W i t f a l s  t o  accept the 

concept of nun-formal education for trainers/settlers and 

farmers; 

2) lack  07 commitment by the Director 07 the Northeast 

Regional Tzafnfng Center t o  the project; 

3) Tailuse t o  ut i l ize  the mobfle teams as original ly  planned 

t o  train l o c a l  settlers/farm+rs; 

41 the development of cuzricula and t e x t s  that  were too 

complex t o  be eas i ly  understood by tamers. 

Without a final project evaluation, it 5s f s p o s s i b l t  t o  detesmlm 

why the mobile t r a m s  were not ut i l ized at intended or Am what rays 

tra in ing  materials were inappropriate. This sakes i t  d i f t i c a t  t a  

gauge t h e  potential oP similar efforts t o  mobilize local  QamrPers as 

extension part i c ipants .  



Integrated Regional Rural Development in Jamaica (8532OQ46) 

( T I  me period: 1977-1984; LOP Cost  $PS,OOD,QOO) 

This prujaft sought to improve the standard o f  l i v i n g  of iarclers in 

Jamaica by increasing agricuftural incame and by ~ r o v i d i n g  i ~ r o v ~ d  

roads, housing, electrf city, and w a t e r .  I n  partf  cular, the project 

sought to deve lop  an agr icu l tura l  model t h a t  could be used to 

increase agricultural  production and control soil erosfan on small 

hillside farms in the Pindar/Two Meetings Watersheds. The project  

included a major extension component intended t a  strengthon pubLic 

extensfon institutions by training extensdm workers, tstabhSshfng a 

*modelm extension system, and supporting local farmers1 

organa zations. 

In t h e  f i rs t  phase of' the project, t h f  rty extension agents received 

technical tra in ing ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  on topics related to soil erosion 

contr6L After t h i s  tzaining was completed, f i v e  demonstratben and 

training tenters and fifty small-farm subcenters were t o  be 

e s t a b l i s h e d  t o  demonstrate the bcne?ifs  of land tetzocfnp and 

multiple and cantinueus cropping techniques. Extension agents were 

expected t o  a s s i s t  part ic ipat ing farmers i n  developing ?am plane 

and eelect2ng and using appropriate exop and cul t ivat ion  

techniques.  The extension agents w e m  also expzetcb to advlsc 

farmer organfratfons, such as the 3amaies Agricultural Society and 

the Psoplevs Eoopcratlve Banks, and t o  work closely with farming 

systems research specf aXists,  



According t o  the 1980 evaluation, the project met some o 

erosion control goa3s, but fa i l ed  t o  achieve i t s  broader extension 

aims- Overlfme, the project became 1ncreasfngJ.y oriented towards 

soil conservation issues, whi le  information on agrLcu1tural 

production t @ ~ h n f  ques remained d e f i c i e n t ,  As t h e  evaluation noted, 

"what must be understood and cont inual ly  repeated, is t h a t  ZRDP [is 

supposed to be] a development progect  with a strong soil 

conservation component, not a soil eanse~va t ian  p r o j e c t  wf t h 

development aspirat ions .  

The mador criticism o f  the project revolved around the ?act that  

research and extension components had become Rbe-Zf nk:deW According 

t o  t h e  eva luat ion ,  reseazrherr "are developing their own agenda 

whi le  extension activities proceed apart. Although exteasion agents 

were hexping Tarmcrs treat  their l and  tor soil erosion, they were 

providing l i t t l e  i f  any i n f o m a t i o n  about improved farming systems, 

a v a i l a b i l i t y  of credit, marketing opportunities, or prices. 

Extension agents also fa i led t o  make a serious effort t o  work a f t h  

s m a l l  farmer organizat ions  or t a  encourage their particEgatfon i n  

the proJect, The pro3ettas fai lures ,  i n  other words, involved 

nearly a l l  of it? more innovative extension ac t fv f t i es ,  Including 

e f for t s  t o  improve research end t x t s n s f ~ n  coordination, apply a 

Farming systems perspective, and increase t h e  involvement ef  small 

farmer organfzatiuns. 



Adaptive Crop Research and Extension I n  Sierra Leant (16360302) 

Cfimc Period: 1978-1987; LOP cost $9,000.000) 

fhf s project sought t o  inexease saallholdcr product2 vity by 

developing a food crop adaptive research and extension system that 

would be more responsive to t h e  nerds a i  rural smaPlholdexs, It 

i n c l u d e d  major components intended to s trengthen p u b l i c  extension 

I n s t i t u t i o n s  by e s t a b l i s h i n g  a cooperative research and extension 

center ,  training extension workers, extending more approprfate 

iarming technologies, and completing a t e n  year countrywide 

reseamh/extension plan. One oT t h e  main object ives of the proJhct 

was t o  VeveEop an e f f i c i e n t  and ef'rcctfve extension system t h a t  can 

be replfrated throughout Sierra 

The project sought to a c t i v e l y  i n v o l v e  rural smallholders in the 

research and extension process and t o  d i r e c t l y  link research and 

extension a c t i v i t i e s ,  Mars than 675 farmers were selected to 

part ic ipate  in the project by receiving r i e l d  demonstrations a t  new 

farming techniques and crops, 4n additional, 28,000 farmers +ere t o  

be provided w i t h  aafnikitsa consist ing of planfng waterial/seeds, 

cut t ings ,  teztilizer, and cu l t i va t ion  f nstructions. To support - 
these act ivi t ies ,  t h i r t y  extension technicians were t o  be trained in 

f i e l d  data collection, cropping systems, basic  agronomic s tud ie s ,  

soil fert i l i ty ,  7arm management, end ex tens ion  cemrnunfcatibn 

techniques,  the praJect also included a mass media component {radio 

farm forums and t h e  development o? audiovisual materials) as well as 

act iv i t ies  specfQical1y targeted a t  female smallholders. 



A midterm evaluation in 1982 found that data c o l l e t t i o n  activities 

were proceeding as planned, but worried t h a t  such sf t h i s  data  rau ld  

remain unused because of  a lack  o r  coordination between research and 

extension. The pro ject  audit  report i n  October o t  i984 was much 

more optimist ic ,  Despite  labor shortages, fnsu??icieat storage 

facbPit ies ,  and crop Lasses from insects and pests, the  project had: 

o established a U,S. technical team that was providing 

ef fec t ive  support f o x  local  research i nstf tutions and 

e o ~ r d i n a t i u n  w i t h  in ternat iona l  centers; 

o trained 50 ex tens ion  agents and established an extension 

system to transfer research results t o  farmers; 

d involved 675 farmers in research and demonstration u? new 

crops and techniques; and 

o d i s t r i b u t e d  m f n i k i t s  t o  nearly 20,000 additional  Tamers, 

The project was criticized, however, for a lack o f  rufflcient 

monitoring and evaluation.  Although the 675 participants in an-farm 

trlaPs and demonstrations had experienced substantial  fncresses i n  

ram yAelds, no camparfssns had weremade with ?ame+s o u t s i d e  the 

program. Nor had any information been ~ o l l e c t e d  on the experience 

a? the 20,000 farmers who had rccefvtd minikits. As a result at t h e  

audit'report, a study of tamers who had received m i n i k i t s  oras 

i n i t i a t e d .  Although t h e  p r o j e t t  appears to Rave success?ully 

increased agr icu l tu ra l  p r o d u c t i v i t y ,  l i t t l e  fnformatfen i s  available 

on f he project's innovat ive  farming system, research/extension 

coordination, or on-farm tes t ing  project components. 



Sencqal Cereals Production IX (#6850235) 

(Time Period : 1979-1984; LOP Cost: :. 7 

This project sought t o  increase product iv i ty  in t h e  groundnu? basin 

af  Senegal t o  help the government meet i t s  long-range food 

self-sufficiency goals and t o  improve the  well-being o t  Farm 

families,  The p r o j e c t  was a fallow-up t o  a major cereal production 

pzo j e c i  implemented during the 19713's. The new progeet s t a r t e d  

e m t r o v e r s i a k l y ,  s ince  there was substantial disagreement rithfn AID 

whether t h e  earlier project had achieved its goal sf increased 

millet production. 

I 

One of the primary aims o f  Senegal Cereals Production 11 was t o  

strengthen p u b l i c  extension by improving research/extensfon l i n k s ,  

targeting extension services t o  female farmers, using more ebtective 

mass communftation techniques, and upgrading the  skills of  extension 

s t a f f .  One major campanent was the  establishment of' an audiovisual 

t e n t e r  to develop more etfeeti ve extensfon mater ia l s .  Although the 

ai6tt tm evaluat ion reported delays  in construction, by project 

completfon the e u d i o ~ i ~ u a l  center was producing a ~lvariety o? 

improved extension materials. 

Another major component of the proJeet was t h e  estabUsMtent  a t  a 

"Women in Developmentw extension uni t .  Early i n  implementation the 

WID component was merged with other extensfon a c t i v i t i e s ,  but 

according t o  the mid-term evaluat ion i n i t i a t i v e s  targeted a t  

women--communal fields, sheap fa t ten ing ,  woodlots, and poultry 



raising--rere proceeding ef t ' cc t ive ly  . However, a l a t e x  Impact 

Eval~atfon report noted that  these a e t i v d t i e s  remained less than 

entzrely successful, in par t  because the YSAXO proJeet manager 

"tended t o  neglect the WID taap~nent,~ 

Although the project paper was supposed t o  train extension workers 

in agricultural  topics,  t h e  implementing agency (SOOEVA) reoriented 

this training towards ?unct ianal  l itcsacy. In any case, the 

training component had l i t t l e  impact on the quality of extension 

messages or the effectiveness of extensfun activit ies,  

I n  the  end, the Senegal Cereals Production If proJcct tailed t o  

achieve its goal o f  increased millet production. External 

conditions were =ajar factors, including poar rainfall ,  hfgh input 

prices, a lack o f  credit, and fnsuificitnt fertilizer, The midtern 

evaluation noted that  during the course of t h t  pragect, *the supply 

system tor the ?actors of production and the agricultural product 

purchasing organira tion v i r t u a l l y  d i  sagpea~ed.~ However, the 

pro, ject ls  implementing agency also experienced extensive turnover of 

personnel and had serious conflfcts with RfD ovex financing. In the 

Cnd, some agricultural radio programs were produced, l inks between 

research and extension were tfghtened, and Better extension 

materials were developed, but due fmp~ementatfm d i b t i e u l t f e s  must 

extension messages failed t o  reach targeted ?amers, 



Oevelapinq a Model Extension System (# 

(Time Period: ; LOP Cast: 1 

Although this SCT funded project cas not included in our original 

saaple, i t  has a direct bearins on t h e  deve2opaent o f  n e w  extension 

i n i t i a t i v e s .  The prcjsct, implemented by the International hogran 

i n  Agricultural Knowledge Systems (INTERPAKs) a t  the Univers i ty  of 

121inois ,  was in tended t o  develop guideLines  fur minodel" extension 

system based sn assessments of extension praetfee in t h e  Pield- 

INTERP4KS quickly decided,  however, t h a t  a single *model* of 

agricultural extension would not  be appropriate in 911 settfngs end 

that extension was only one taetor in transferring improved 

agricultural technology. The praJect was thesetore refocused t o  

develop a diagnostic tool f o r  broader assessments of agricultural 

technology transfez systems f n devehpf  ng cauntrits. 

A t  t h i s  stage.  P preliminary model has be@n developed and it being 

cield tested. Thus fa;, the  modal* s specific criteria (publications 

per rssearcher, faraters per extension agent ,  percentages o f  gross 

agricultural product spent an research and extension, * 

appropriatcntsc  of polic2es, ctt..) seem relatively mundane, but the 

overall framework seems extremely signfticrnt. ft Ps based on a 

clear real izat ion t h a t  extension iaptoveocnts cannot be developed in 

i s o l a t i a n  from the wider agrirulterral t ~ c t l n ~ l o g j y  transrer system- 

Extension pro jec ts ,  i n  other words, should be part of a Aarger 

agricultural  development strategy. 



TQWAROS AN EXTENSION STRATEGY FOR THE 80's  

T h i s  studyqs i n i t i a l  goal was t o  i d t n t i ? y  usgf'ul models for  

implementing innovative extension a c t i v i t i e s  based on a review of 

AID'S documented extsns ion experfence. T h i s  goal, unfortunately,  

has not been realfzed. The documentary evidence s i m p l y  does nut 

reveal much in t h e  way of  f n n o v a t i v e  extension a c t i v i t y .  Most new 

i n i t i a t i v e s  may s i m p l y  be t o o  new t o  be raptured through routine 

project mmitoring,  evaluation, and reporting. While the 

Agricultural Technology Management Working Croup3s Extensfan Report 

suggests in teres t ing  i d e a s  and approaches, it provides  feu examples 

o f  AID experience and only  l i m i t e d  guidance ?or translating ideas  

i n t o  act ions t o  be supported by A I D  missfons. 

A t  the same time, the expexience review y i e l d e d  a number of 

i n t e r e s t i n g  f ind ings :  

o During the past ten years, most of AXD1s extension 

a c t i v i t i e s  have invo lved  re l s t fve~y  traditionaA attempts t o  

strengthen existing extension systems or t o  create parallel  

extension organizations through training and technical 

a s s i s f a n ~ e .  

o Most of AID'S extens ion a c t i v i t i e s  appear t o  have been 

developed w i t h o u t  clearly d e f i n e d  long-term extension g o a h  

or clear strategies re lat ing  extension t o  larger t e c h n ~ l o g y  
r. 

transfer and agricultural development issues. 



o AID'S support ,  especially during the  1950 's  and 1996's, ?or 

decentralized extensfon services tsnttred around 

agricultural  u n i v e r s i t i e s  way have been dfsmissed 

prematurely. Recent Xwpact Evaluations a? AgricultunZ 
L 

Higher Education, suggest t h a t  AXDvs support often pXayed a 

key r o l e  in developing agticultural  u n i v a r s i t i t s  that have 

the p o t e n t i a l  t o  provide important technology development 

and trans? er services. 

o The World Bank's Tzaining and V i s i t  System has proven 

ef fect ive  i n  improving the del ivery  of txtension services 

in some settings. The T&V approach has yet t o  prove itself 

in other s e t t i n g s ,  part icularly  i n  Africa and Latin 

America, T&V8s emphasis on c e n t r a l f n d ,  nat iona l  extension 

bureaucracies is also seems inconsistent with AID" sun 

development philosophy and may be part icularly  inePfect2ve 

i n  countries where local agro-ecological condit ions  are 

heterogeneous, In any case, t h e  TdrV approach remaitis 

beyond the financial means of most host countries* 

o Feu extension projects have ?ecused on farmer brganirrtions 

and fanner self-help as important extensfan components, 

despite AID'S experience with loca l  participation and the 

his tor ica l  involvrmcnt of  farmersw groups in extension in 

the United  States. 



o The Agricultural technology Management Working Group and 

t h e  INTERPAKS project both emphasize t h a t  extensfon is only  

one constraint t o  agricultural development and tha t  the 

impact of extension improvements depends on other elements 

I n  a larger agricultural technology transfer sfstem. They 

conclude t h a t  extension i n i t i a t i v e s  should be fap3emented 

as part  o f  a wider agricuPtura1 development st rategy t h a t  

takes these constraints  into account, 

o C u r r e n t  project papers indicate  that  a number or She 

i n n o v a t i v e  extension approaches are  Bef ng %apTcmentcd, but 

documentary ev idence  remains sparse. Limited field s t u d i e s  

of selected extension projects could provide ure7ul 

fnromration an the successes and failures of these 

approaches as a bas i s  far mission guidance. 



APPENDIX 

PROJECTS TO CONSIDER 

FOR FUTURE EVALUATIO 



1. Project Number: 66403 12 Country: f mioh 

Title: CTWD Rwal Extenion and Outreach 

f he purpose of this project is to  establish a cumrnunicrstions system 

between farmers, extension agents and researchers in Central Tunisia. The 

project Is part of a lzrger project which was scheduled t o  last for 7 years, 

from 1 979- 1 9B6. 

f his project is a f 011 ow-on t o  ~ i o  ject number 53800 15. The muse 

of this project fs t o  "dwelup an ef f sctive and sustainable Farming 

Systems Research and k v e  t opment in the Caribbean Agricultural 

Research and Development Institute KARE)C 1 that r~~ to  the 

agricultural needs of partict~ating countries.' 1 wr'Il also wo& with 

Pub1 ic and prl vate extension organizations, especial 1 y thge Caribbean 

Agricultural Extension ( C A W )  and partlcipat jng Minlstrics of Agricul t ~ r e  

t o  develrsp a joint and systematic approach t o  transfer improves 

technologies throughout the region via the FSR method. The time period 



' ?esican Regional 

The im;lementing agencies fw this project are ENTEL-Peru (EP), a 

Peruvian Teiecommunication corporation and the University of West 

Indies. The s>urpose of the project is  t o  use satellite communk.atians t o  

drsseminate information t o  rural people on agriculture, nutrition a ~ d  

educational topics. The time period for this project is f m  f 979-1986. 

4. Project Number: 6690134 Cosantry:Ldberfa 

fitlc: R m l  lnfarmatian Systems 

This mass cornrnunicatlons project is using radio commmmic9ltion t o  

reach rural indidividua'ls. According t o  the summary and ;abstract, this 

project also is ernpfmizing agricultural to@ts. f he time f m e  fw this 

project is  from 198U- 1 987. 



f his project i s  being implemented by ik Ministry of Track from St. 

Vincent, CAFiO!, and a PVO, the Organization for Rural Development- The 

project is using a farming systems approach t o  identify ocomkally 

optimum levels of fertilization and other cuitml practices. f he m e a i i  

results will be disseminated t o  fanners in St. Vincmt The project began 

in I964 and is  scheduled for completion in 1966. 

6. Project Number: 6 1 10204 Country: Zambia 

f i t  le: &hama Rice Pmduction 

This project i s  being inpiemented by a P W ,  Afrlcare. The purpose of 

the project is to  increase rice production in the Chama district of Zambia 

Attording to the project abstract, ' 3 rice-specific extension staff 

consisting of an agricultural assistant and commodity demonstrator will 

Instruct each area's farmers in planting and wedhlng rice in nwrs and the 

use of simple hand planting and weeding mkftjms.' Thfs project began in 

198 1 and was scheduled fw completion in 1984 Aecordingb the DIS 

system however, the only doament svaflabk for this project is ;a 

Operational Prograrn.fifant (UP63 pmr. 

7. Prof ect N u m W  4930326 Country: Thai land 

7 l t te: Seed Development I! 



This project is a f ollow-an to  project number: 4930270. The purpose 

of this project is t c  sugport seed promotion and mxketing and private 

sector seed efforts. T k  mject also involves tralntng or externion 

agents. T k  time f m e  for this p ject is  f om 1 982- 1987. 

Title: Farming Systems Research . 

T k  purpose of this pro jeet ts t o  increase food prbductijon in tanzzlnta 

by introducing an adaptive farming systems research system . The project 

is also involved in strengthening the link betwefin Fes?aEh snd extension 

According t o  the project's abstract, 'to make food crop research mom 

relevant, expatriate research teams will esmlish operational FSR 

programs in the three major ecological areas of Wiriguru, Lyarnungu and 

I longa, comprising 15 of 'Tanzania's 82 districts. The terns will cmduct 

functional farmer surveys in 60 vd 1 ]ages, adaptang s mtnodDlogy 

e W o p e d  at the International Maize and Wheat fmgrwment Center; 

conduct F5R trials f w major sops in villages-reppsmtlng 54JBO 

farmers; and develop with the help of 20 project-trained F5R offkers. 

I f  - 17 teclmoiogy packages and extend them to  18,000 farmers. ' This 

praject Wgan in 1982 and i s  scheduled to 'be comgleted in 1986. 

Accwdlng t o  the DI system, however, the only document available l o r  thls 

prufect t o  date fs the Project &@er. 



8. Project Pirumbet: 93% 1 144 Country: LDC Farnets 

Ti t  te: Farmer to Fsmer Program 

This project was the only project of i ts  kind ~ r e s e n t t d  on the Dl 

system. The project which m from 1978- 1979 was to m a l t  and train 

LDC farmers at U.S. miversit ies. 7 Re only document mailable fur this 

~ project (A Miscellaneous Project Document) did not have suff ici @nt 

information in order to evaluate this project. It  might be worthwhile t o  

attempt to contact individuals who were invotved with this project 

9. Project lduanbes. 5220209 C m t r ) r l  Hmduras 

f his project involves establishing a joint public-private CmPany, the 

f undo Ganadero of H o M ~ s  (patterned after projects Sn Ecuador, Colombla 

and Bori~ia) t o  provide farmers with training, technical assistance and 

credf t. The project began in 1983 and is scheduled to  be completed in 



This project whim began in 1975 and was t o  be completed in 1984, 

was t o  estaShsh special training centersin agriculture for warnen in Chad. 

The only aocments available on the DI system for this project are a 

Sector Assessment and a Btblicgmhy. 
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A REVIE 

A.  I .D .'S EXPERI E 

IN AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION 

Hargee H. Ensign Ph.0. 



in recerit years there has been a great deal of criticism of traditional 

aer i t ~ l t ~ r a l  extension methods developed and supported through V.5. 

Agency for I ntzrnat ionzl Development (Al .D.Z funds and implemented t n 

Third \ W i d  countries. Some of the  criticisms center around the  

i nap3roprr ateness of the  methods and technology being extended; 

lnsuff Went linkages between research and extension services fn LDC's; 

Insurf Went and Inappropriate tratnlng for extension agents; and a locus 

that has excluded women. As M. Peter McPherson, the Adminjstrator of 

A.1.D recently stated: 

In the face of harsh reailties in developing countries, and based 

upon a Setter understanding of our own evolutionary 

exgsrience, the  int:ial AID emphasis on extension as a primary 

means of increasing agri cut tura l production has  bee^ 

substantf all y modified. Recognizing that improved technology 

fs simply not avaiiable in many cases, we have increased 

OUT support for research There are now relatively few AID 

projects that focus exclusively on organfzed pubtic extension 

eff orts ... We are (now 1 exploring several new approaches 

intended t o  test the effectiveness oT technology transfer t o  

Third World farmers. 



('Opening Addressa at  tonf etence on the "The l ntemat?Unal 

Role of Extension: Future Directions"' Michigan State University 

March 3 1 ,  3 985) 

As a result of these concerns and cri t lclsms, the Agency for  

International Development has recently begun t o  instftute a number of 

innovative approaches in the extension ares, These innovative approaches 

include: 

1 )  Strengthening public extension by 

a) linking research and extension; 

b) applying a Farming Systems approach; 

cl linking the private sector t o  public extension systems; 

dl direct f a n e r  training; 

el farmer - to  -farmer e~changes 

f 1 developing human resources; and 

g) using PVO's as implementing agencies. 

2) Using mass comunications approaches such as: 

a) radi o broadcasts; 

b) advertisicg and soclal marketing; and 



c) print media 

t o  reach rural agricultural prtxlucers, 

3 )  Drawing on modern lnfonnation techniques such as 

rn icrocomput ers; and 

4) Stimulating private sector extension rneihods. 

Most of these approaches were instituted in AID projects only very 

recently. In fact this study discovered that there are few projects using 

these innovative projects which had suff Went information aval lable for 

an evaluation. Nevertheless, thls study has attempted t o  clarify and 

categorize the types of projects AID has funded in agricultural extension 

in  the past ten years and t o  review eight of the more innovative extension 

projects for which evaluation documents were available. 

This study has not attempted an eQaluation of the impact of innovative 

methods in agricultural extension. In order te  conduct an impact 

evaluation, inf o n a t  ion on product !on levels and target groups would need 

to be gathered both before and after the implementation of the project. In 

addltlon, information abwt the social, economic and cultural 

consequences of extension projects would need t o  be assessed. 



A recent World Bank pub1 ication on Agritul tural Extension has pointed 

out why evaluations of extension projects should differ lrwn analyses of 

other development projects: 

The unique features of these extension projects, as opposed t o  

a conventronal pruject..are that a) (they are) designed for the 

delivery of human services and b) (they are) aimed at  

influencing the work behavlor of rnillllons of  farmers. This 

means that behavioral and cultusal (sometimes elusive) and 

s~ti~iogicai aspects should necessarily be given mwe weight 

than in the monitoring of other projects and that qwlitative 

field methods, akin t o  the participation observation techniques 

of the social anthropologtst should be used along with the 

conventional quantitative methods.( A System forfloniforing 

andEva?uatiLy Agri~~dt~r81 ip-xfensi~n Pmjcts World Bank 

Staff Working Paper, December, 1 977.) 

This paper has a limited focus: It begins t o  answer some of the guestlons 

concerning the major approaches and methods that have been used in 

extension projects by the Agency for l nternatt owl ~eveloiment. The elght 

case studies are a first attempt at evaluating the success w failure of the 

projects in meeting their intended goals, not at assessing the success or 

fall we of innovative methods in general. 



This study then has two major components: f int, t o  examine and 

categorize all AID funded projects in agricultural extension for the past 

ten years; and secondly, t o  review and evaluate in-depth a number of 

innovative extension projects. 

Part one of th is  document describes AID'S experience in agricultural 

extension for the past ten years. Using the Development Information 

System (D 1 S) and the following keywords: agricultural extensim, 

agricul t u a l  education, agrlcuitural extension agents, and agri w l tural 

training. one thousand and sixty-f ive projects were identified, (See 

Appendix Two). The abstracts and smrnaries from these 1 065 pro j@Cts 

were examined t o  see if the extension component was a major w a minor 

part of the overall project. Three hundeted and eighty-six of the me 

thousand sixty-five projects were selected fw further analysis. After 

reading the documents pertaining t o  these projects, an additional 

one-hundred and twenty projects were removed from the anal ysi t because 

the extension component was either too indirect k g .  development. of 

computer systems in the agricultural sector or satellite analysis) or 

because the projects were oriented rnatnl y towards research. 

A descriptive analysis was conducted in the rema t ning two-hundred and 

sixty-sfx projects. The purpose of this analysis was t o  determine broad 

characteristics of these projects such as: the scope of the project, the 



implementing organization, the method of implementation and 

organirationai develsprnent (1.e. relationship t o  extension service), and t o  

chart AID'S experience in agrlcul t u a l  extension for the past ten years. 

A presention of the descriptive statistics follows Part two of this 

report contains an analysis and evaluation of eight case-studies of 

innovative projects in agricultural extwion.  



The first category of infomation gleaned from the abstracts and 

summaries involved the scope of the project (See Chart One). The scow of 

the project indicates whether the project was conducted withip a country 

w had a regional wientation (labeled mu1 tinational). If the project was 

designed for all developing countries, then under the scope of the project 

the label is A13 LDC's. If the project was conducted entirely within a 

university then the project is labeled university. 

As can be seen from the first chart, the majority of  the projects 

81.5'R, were national in scope (implemented within a slngle cwntry). 

7.9% of the project had a regional focus, (labeled multinational) and 5.7% 

of the projects were geared towards all developing countries, k g .  project 

number 93 1 1 1 44 1 isted in Appendix One). A small percentage, 3.3% of the 

projects, were undertaken solely with a university. Finally, another 1 .1% 

of the projects were undertaken in an institutional setting (e.g. IRRI 1, and 

for -4% of the projects the scope cwld not be determined. (7 hese last two 

categories do not appear on the pie chart.) 





The category irnplementfng organization, (See Chart Two), indicates 

which entity or grwp was in charge of implementing the project The 

largest category in chart two is  the national category (64.2961, which 

tncludes ail government organizations (e.g. ministries, departments). 

Private voluntary organizations (PVO's), were the second largest group 

within thls category, implementing 1 3.5% of the projects under 

consideration. Universf ties and institute's were third and fourth 

respect ~vel y, implementing 7,0 and 5.6% of the projects. For a very smal l 

percentage of the projects ( 1 .  l %I, the implementing organization could not 

be determined from the abstract or log-frame. It is  clear from thls chart 

that national governments, in many formsJ are st i l l  the major grows 

involved in the implementat ion of AID extension projects. Wether there 

has been a change over time k g .  towards PVO's as implementing 

agencies) cannot be determined from this analysis. 

The third chart presents the ma j w extmsion methods of project 

irnplementath. The percentages for charts three and four sum t o  mwe 

than 100% because a project can have more than one approach or method 

for meeting i ts intended goats. 

As can be seen from this chart, for  the projects under consideration, 

tradr t i onal approaches in agricultural extension predominate. For one 

hundred and forty nine of the projects, (56.0%) technical trafnlng for  





CHART TflREE 



extension agents and/or farmen was a major C U ~ ~ O M I ~ .  F m a l  

education, prirnari ly fw extension agents and extension professionals was 

the second must important approach (27.0%). Demonstrations either at 

universities or institutes were the thfrd most common approach (Z.9%) 

while technical assistance was an appmach used in 15% of the pr~j@CtS. 

Chart four presents the innovative approaches used in the projects 

under consideration. The most important innovative method ( 14.2%) 

involved strengthening the research and extension i inks (WE Links]. 

S e m d  in importance were projects which had a mass media a=omgonent 

(7.5%). On-farm demonstrations were used in 5.2% of the projects under 

consideration and private companies were involved in nine o f  t he  projects 

(3.3% 1. These percentages indicate that innovative approaches have not 

become a major part of AID'S extension package. In all only sixty five 

of the two hundred and sixty six projects (2443) used any 

innovative approach in extmian, 

Finally an analysis was made t o  determine whether a project provided 

organizational =port t o  an existing extension service (33.4% of the 

projects had this component 1 or whether new extension centers, programs 

or services were a part of the project ( 1 6.5%). 

In summary, it is clear from these charts that the more ttadi tional 

approaches towards extxtemmn w hlch involve for example, training, 





education and bemonstntions, have been the dominant extension methods 

in A1 .D. financed projects during the past ten years. The second hat f of 

th is  study concentrates an examples of more innovative methods in order 

to  get a clearer pf cture of these types of projects. 



PART TWO 

CASE STUDIES OF 

INNOVATIVE PRWECTS 



Bascd on the descriptive analysis, complete docmentatlon for 

twenty-nine projects using some of the more innovative approaches were 

selected for evaluation and ail available project docmentatlon was 

ordered After a thorough review of thls dowmerutatlon, only eight of the 

projects provzd t o  have sufficient materials for conducting an in-depth 

assessment. Many of the more interesting projects using innovative 

extension are on-going and have not yet been s d f  icf mtly  documented w 

evaluated. (Appendix One Hsts some of the on-going innab2ive projects 

that should be considered for evaluation when sarf f icieni materials 

become available.) Since the sample projects using innovative methods is 

so small, the eight projects were waluated individually. The individual 

projects were not cornidwed to  be representative of a general approach 

towards extension Nevertheless, some specific concl W o r n  regarding 

indiv ldual approaches and more general concl us1 om about these el ght 

pn> jects, were po~rjible. 

The projects were chosen because one or more of the methods used in 

implementing the extension component Snvolved an innovative approach. 

Three of the projects had a mass media component; seven of the projects 

attempted t o  strengthen the link batvieen research and extension; two of 

the projec4n focused on women in development, and one ~f i k  projects 

involved a private company in implementing the project, (See Table One 

be1 ow ). 





These approaches are considered t o  be innovative for a number of 

reasons. 

For swnetlrne it has been recognized that wmen perform rnirch of the 

agricultural work in devchping countries, yet they have often k e n  

bypassed by tradl t ionat extension projects. AI .D. has attempted t o  remedy 

this by targeting projects (and components) of projects, towards wwnen 

Two of the projects reviewed below had components which attempted tQ 

involve women. 

Another weak 1 ink in the extension process is the lack of 

carnrnmictdtiun between researchers and extension agents. As an AID. 

paper recent 1 y indj cated; 

Most pub1 i c extension systems lack adequate mechanisms t o  

communicate, coordinate and cooperate with other important 

research and extension participants, including farmers*.. 

In most developing countries, mearch and extension are 

institutional 1 y and wganizatio~i ly warate, and are 

sometimes housed in different government ministries. Indeed, 

developf q cwntrf es often have independent extension agencies 

for field crops, horticul tcare, 1 Svestock and even for individual 

comrnodi t ies. ( Stmngh&n~i;rg P W W  EMensim Systems, 

Draft Report, October 24, t 985). 



Reaching large numbers of farmers by using mass media methods has 

recently kcme a method of extension pursued by AID. Mass media can, 

"reduce the wed for-and demands one-face t o  face inputs..Ptass media can 

be used, in combination with other inputs, t o  introduce significant change 

over a relative1 y short period of time." ( ~ E E  M i a  tummmicatim fw 

Exfension.~ Draft Report, October 2 1, 1 9851. Three of the projects 

reviewed below had a mass media component 

Finally, involving the private sectw in extension has become an 

important element in some A1.D. externion projects. Private sectw 

extension,' can be an important supplement to public extenslion for ce- 

grouas of DrorSucers under certain conditions. Private firms become 

involved in extension because by helping farm families benefit, usually by 

increasing farm families' income or security, firms can benefit too, by 

eamlng profits or achfevlng other strategic objectives.' ( Sttinulatifig 

Private Sectw Eflension. Draft Report, October 24, 1985). In only one of 

the mjects reviewed below was the private sector Snvolved. 

In the innw$tive projects discussed below, the original goals and 

proposed methods of extension are presented Then by drawing an a 

available docurnantatlon, these o r i g l ~ l  objectives and methods are 

evaluated. 
- 



EGYPT. 

PURPOSE: TO PROVIDE THE CAPABILITY FOR SUSTAINED D E ~ O ~ N T  OF 

'TIE f lSH FAR'IINC IWUSTRY ON AN ECONQMIC BASE TMQbiGM lIMPROY€U 

NSTl TUTIONS f OR PLANlNG AfdD COOROINAT ION, APPtt ED RESEARCH, 

TRAIN! NG AND EXTENSION AND TO INCREASE Flfjtl PRBDUCTION BY 4,000 

TON PER YEAR BY 1986. 

This f r o  ject had fwr main extensl on components: 

1) t o  build a major extension center which would 

coordinate research and extension into aquaculture; 



2) to supgort the establishment of a National Committee 

for Awcul ture Devei opment by providing techni Gal 

assistance; 

3 )  t o  establish demonstration plots adjacent t o  the 

National Center to  educate farmers about dVfwent 

techniques and to  serve as a model fw fish farm 

expansion; 

4) t o  establish an additional 5,000 f&dms of dish fms  

throughout the Shafkia-lsmalia area, and finally t o  

estabt ish both format and infwmal training programs in 

aquaculture 

The productf on cornfments of the project were summarized in the 

ject paper. 

The pmject will aBdress the needs of increasing the availability of 

high quality protein by establishing the following: 

1) A National FIsh fm Cmter at  Massa, Sharkia t o  cwrduct 

training and applied research and provide externion services to  

the aquacultwe Industry; 

23 A 1 -200 f eddan ~roductian area ad iacent t o  the Center 



consisting of 80 15 feddan homesteads for recent agricultural 

graduates, supplying a minimum of 800 tons of marketable fish 

per year and sewing as a mubc31 for 7ish farm expansfon; 

31 An additional 5,000 feddans of fish fams in the 

Shsrkia-lsrnalia area, including a mimimum of 1,500 feddans of 

vlilage f i sh ponds, supplying at least 3,000 tonskyear; 

4) two additional carp hatcherles, wTth a combined capacity of 

18-30 million f ry  annually; 

5 )  two additional mullet fry tof lection centers and a 

mullet hatchery. 

The project also had a training cm~onent. Forty-tfve individuals were 

t o  receive long t e r n  training (degree and nowdegree); and 140 person 

months were set aside fw thwt and medium tern  trafnlng butside of the 

country. tn addition six extension S n t m  were t o  receive f m a l  on the 

job traint ng in extension work. 

According to an Audit Report conducted on this study, (Audit Re~wt No. 

6-263-82-61, this project ran into serious difficulties md as a result, 

few of the u r i g i ~ 1  go815 of this pro jec: had been met by 1982. 



In 1982, four years into the! project, the project was two years behind 

schedule. According t o  this Audit, 'slowness in completing the design 

work and construction of project facllitfes are the major causes for a 

two-year delay in project implementation' In addition t o  the problems 

with comtwction delays, the contractor for this project, in I 982, had not 

yet provided the technical assistance needed t o  implement the pruject. 

For example, one year after the contract had ken signed w lth the 

contractor, three of the seven long-twm technical advisor positiom were 

st i 1 l vacant. 

One of the project goals was to  pmvi de for training . Accwdiq t o  the 

Audit report, the training compownt was also behind schedule. The 

participants in the training programs who were sent wt of Egypt (to the 

United States and other countries) would not return t o  Egypt in time to 

assume project work before the technical assistants departed. This 

meant, that the partidpants in the trarning programs wwld not have the 

opportutljty to  'learn project management from the technical specialists. 

In addition, technical assistame that was to  be provided to the Mlnlstry 

and lung twm training fur Hinistry participants, had either 'not begun or 

was behind schedule at the time of the Audit report. 

The Audit report recommended that the project be terminated if the 

lrnplernentatlon problems could not be resolved in a timely fashion 



To date, this project has failed t o  meet its intended goals. It has 

failed dw to  external factors-delays in construction and htrlng that were 

the responsibllfty of the contractor- not because i ts intended goals and j . 
i 

i 

implementation methods were umealistic. : 



This aquaculture project has accomplished 2 great deal more than the 

other aquaculture project reviewed (See above: Project 2630064 Egypt: 

Aguacultvre Developmentf. This project was able t o  bvtld on the 

inf mstructure established by an earl l w project (5320038 Inland Fisheries 

Development Grant 1, which 'establ ished a know ledge base for conduct lng 

freshwater fish proQatction activities in Jamaica and developed 

1~titutional capabilities fw tk production of fingerlings and the 

estmsion of fish f m i n g  techniques to  farmers.' 

The major extension cwn~unents of thls project tnvolved both short and 

long-twm training of ntnty new extension agents, traf ning for 

-irrn-h# r ~ d a ~ a d  and +u#arrhr C a r m a f i e  in C i r k  CLCAAI a n +  ~ A A  A-A *L I ; .C:A~ A# 



f arty-f ive students at the Jamaica School of Agriculture. in abdftion a 

f ish hatche,ry/demonstration facility with 20 acres of ponds was to  be 

establ isheb. 

According t o  a Mid-Project Evaluation, some 450 f ish farms are in 

Operation, and many applications for additional asistam from farmers 

interested in f ish farming have been received. Farmer training, however 

was below the stated goal with 49% being trained by the time of the 

Mid-Project Evaluation. in addition, the trafnTng for students and 

extension agents is also behind schedule dw to  the closing of the major 

training unit, theJamaican School of Agriculture. Even with these delays 

in training, however, it appears that the project was meeting I ts  major 

goals related to  production. 

VihI1e a final evalaution will need to  be reviewed in order to examine 

the final developments of this project, th is  project appears t o  be more 

successful than the project evaluated above. Both projects wem 

comrnodi ty  specific, and both involved improving coordination and 

communication between individarats involved in research and those 

involved in extension The second project was more successfu? because it 

was not plagued by the delays that were exhibited in project 2630064. 

Project 5320059 did not share any of these $roblerns and had the benef f t 

of betng a follow-an project to a larger project which had established the 

necessafy infrastructure and inst i tvt ional ca~acf ty for developing 

aauacul ture 



G O A U  O INCREASE AND NAG MORE EFFECT t YE THE PAR3 t Ci PAT f ON OF 

LOW-INCOME RURAL WmEN IN LATIN MIERICA ANQfl iE CMlBBEAbl IN WE 

AtRI CULTURAL SECTOR. 

PURPOSE. f 0 DEVELOP A' '3 TEST A SYSTEMAT I C APPROACH TO 

Dl SSEMINAT IN6 Fml NG, MARKETl NG APlO f OOD PROCESS1 NG I NFORNATION 

TO WOMEN WHILE lNCREASlNG THEiR AWARENESS 3F AGRICULTURAL SECTOR 

SERVICES FOR WtCH GWEY AFE UItG!BLE. 

f his project was f ntended first t o  gather infwmat ion about how rwa? 

w m e n  current lv receive information reaardina aariculture and related 



topics. Drawing on this knowledge, the implementing agency, the 

lnteramerican l nstitute of Agricultural Sciences ( 1  i CAI was to  develop a 

set of guide 1 i nes and rnethudol ogles for using various amroaches 

(including mass media approaches) t o  reach rural women. Accwd'tng ta the 

Project Summary baseline data were t o  be collected on: 

1 )  existing mass media channels; 

2 )  media habits o f  rural women in selected regions; 

3 )  range and type of actlvfties engaged fn by these 

women; and 

4) existing rural product ion organizations 

According t o  a Project Evaluation Summary conducted in 1980, the 

Duminiacan Republic was chosen for the initial field surveys. The f teld 

surveys were conducted in El Cercado in 1980. Based on these surveys, 

according t o  the PES, 'appropriate new economic activities fw the women 

were developed, promotional visits and training meetlngs wen held and 

necessary suppl ies were distributed.' Apparent1 y, how wer, t 

focus and intent of the project, t o  use the mass media t o  disseminate 

informatjon, has been changed. According t o  the PES, -A major problem is 

the lack of mass media training activf ties. l l CA did not fully appreciate 

the intent of tk project to  explore low-cost media based training 

strzrteaies for rural women. As 2 result . an I 1 CA nra 8er.P msn;~ner wfthnk ~t 



media experience was hired, and a site was selected in which far# women 

have little access t o  media." 

Not only has the implementing agency apparently disregarded the 

original intent of this project they have hired a field manager who, 

accwding t o  the PES, ' persistently argues that communication media 

cannot teach effectively.' furthemore, the site that was selected in the 

Dominican Republic was a poor choice. There is mi ther a local broadcast 

radio statRm nor other local media facilities. Secondly, the WID 

component was originally intended t o  be a part of an ongoing WID project, 

These was no such on-going project in El Cercado, therefore a new project 

had t o  be designed from scratch. 

While the project in the ~ o m i n i n k n  Republic was not meeting the 

original goals Of the project, according t o  the PES, it was successful in 

the activities undertaken. It will be necessary to  exambe the final 

evaluation of this project when it becomes available, t o  determine if the 

orfginal goals were met in the otkr  sites ch~sen for this project. The 

evaluation materials that are available, however, in I ate that the WID 

component has not been vigorously pursued. 



WAL: TO INCREASE S M M  f ARMER iNCWE 

PURPOSE: TO DEVELOP THE ~ V E R W E N T  OF WNDURAS' CAPABI LfYY TO 

ESTABLISH AGRIBUSINESS EXPORT PROJECTS Wl CH WILL DIREC*TLY 

t NTEGRATE SMALL F ARt"lER5 f NfO THE DEVELOPMENT PROCESS. 

EXTENSION ASPECTS: THROUGH WVERWENT OF WHDURAS 

AGENCIES, S ' l M L  FAWERS W WERE PARTIC1 PAT! MG IM THl S 

PRWECT WERE TO RECE! VE f RAINING AND TECWI CAL 

ASS I STANCE. 

This project dfd not have a strong extension comwmnt. It was 

included in th i s  mlwtion section because it was the only voject 

involving the private sector fur which there was sufficient evsiuatvon 

material. 

This project attempted t o  involve private companies In the 

development and marketfng of agricui tural products for export. Two major 

export products were envisioned: processed vegetables and fresh 



fruiWvsgetabfes. Training was to be established at several different 

levels: four individuals were to be trained at the Master's degree Ewe1 i n  

agjbusinesr marketing. Another was to attend a USDA seminar on 

agribusrness, and two marketing internships were to  be established with 

an agibusines+ coworation operating in Honduras and the U.S. 

According t o  a final evaluation, only one individual received a Plaster's 

degree. 

The t w  c major agrlcul:ural projects lnvolved developing an 

institutional capacity t o  export processed vegetables and fresh 

vegetables. 

The prtvate company contrzc,tcd with t o  dkvelop the processed 

vegetable c o ~ p o m t  was Me jores A! irnentos. Phase I of the project 

cal Id for planting 325 mr. of tmatws under contract to Ma jwes 

A1 imentos. A prke of 1. 1 00 per ton was set and production credit was t o  

be disbursec! directly from the National Development Bank. A technical 

team composed of bath AID and MMR extension agents were to  Be provided. 

This project was plagued with problems from the beginning. When the 

project began in 1977, only one specialist (working for Mejores 

Al  irnentos) had m y  experience growing tomatoes. The farmers who were 

growing tomatoes under contract with this cerrrpmy had little experience 

with th is crop. The farmen were required t o  buy inpcts :rm Mejwes 

Alimentos, an9 the National Development Bank was billed directly for 



payment of these inpwtr- The farmers were also required t o  pay far 

transport of the tomatoes to the plant. Loses to  f arrners in the f ifst year 

were heavy. The f amem blamed the company for their 1 osses and the 

company blamed the farmers. This part of the project came t o  a complete 

standstill after the first year, wlth fwmers waiting up t o  two years for 

payment for their produce. 

According to  a mid-term evaluation of this project, the major problem 

with this part of the project was that the farmers bwe all of the risk. 

Furthermore, it was discovered after the project had begun, that the 

parent company of Mejures Alirnehtus, CONMl, was not committed t o  AID'S 

goal of assisting small f m w s  or of promoting exports to U.5. markets. 

The company was more interested fn developing a domestic market for its 

goods. 

The second part of this project, the fresh vegetable project fared much 

better that the processed vegetable project. After experiments with 

several different types of crops, the Standzffd Fruit Company decided 'to 

contract with famen for growing cucumbers for ewwt. While this part 

of the project was rnwe successful than the processed vegetable project, 

the actual number of farmers involved in the project was only ' a fraction 

of the number envisioned in the Project Paper. ' Aadltlonal criticisms 

revolved around insufficient technical assistance and training. According 

t o  the final evaluation, while some progress was made in establishing a 



f ramwork for exporting fresh vegetables from Honduras to the Us., the 

Government of Honfluras had ~ o t  developed an institutional capacity to  

continue with this type of project. 

The difference between t h ~  two aspects of the project point out the 

importance ~i the agremeni between the private company and the 

farmers. Mejores Alirnwtos, which was the private company contracted to 

develop the processed vegetable sector, appeared to have 1 f tt ie interest 

or capability in training the fzrmers in the ski1 1s needed to  grow and 

market vegetables for processing. Furthermore, this company locked the 

farmers into buying needed inputs from them, by making the farmen pay 

for transport, and by delayhg payment for produce for up to  two pars. 

The f armen involved in Mis project, understandably were not interested 

(or in many cases able) t o  continue their involvement in growing 

vegetables for Me jores Af imentos. 

The second aspect of this project which involved growing fresh 

vegetables under contract with Standard F wi t was more successful than 

the f i f-st phase. This company apparently had more technical expertise in 

the area and was able and wiling t o  work more closely with ?he farmers 

involved, While this aspect was more succesfut, the number of farmers 

involved in the projecr was only a small fraction of that envisioned in the 

original project gapers. Moreover, the intent of the project was t o  develop 

an institutional capacity within the Government of Honduras for sustaining 

this type of project. The project hat faiied to  met this goal. 



Wjle general i z a t i w  cannot me made to a1 l development projects 

involving private companfes, f t is clear from this one project that the use 

of private corporations is  not a panacea far devetopment. Other studies 

have pointed wi the importance of 'hands-on commitment by the core 

companyand f ntemive managerial, technical, and field-level supervisf onm 

(St irnulati ng Rivate Sectw Extension-Dmf t 1 0124/85). Clear1 y this 

commitment was :acking in Mejwes Alirnentos. 

The f t nal evalwtt on recommended that the pt-eject be cont irmed w Sth 

modifications f w three years. I have been unable to locate any 

dhxmentatiun as to  whether this project was extendd 



60&: 70 INCREASE AND REDiECT RESOWS AND tPVERM"l%T 

SERVf CES TO 7H2 BENEFIT OF E C O W I C U Y  DEPRESSED JUXAS, AND 

INCREASE WE PWDUETTIVIPI, INCUE )hMa ~ P L O ~ ~  QPPOWTUMtT ES W 

This project had two major extension comments. Since the extension 

system in Thailand st the begininfng of this project had only a small 

number of extension agents relative to the population, additional extenSTm 

agents were t o  be trained in technical to~ics.  These extension agents 

would then work with a team of mobile workers whs would tme! 

throughout the nikarns conducting training sessions. These mobi 1e teams 

would also provide support to a group of settfer/trainers, who would 



receive training from the mobile teams, and then train villagers in their 

nikums. 

In the first phase, sixty extension workers were to be trained in the 

use of survey techniques, technicat topics and the use of audi wisual 

equipment After this training, the extension worken were to conduct a 

survey of a vil l a p  which wwld be used as the control goup for a bawlfne 

swey of sixty target villages. 

After the training phase was completed, eight mobf te teams were 

chosen. These mobile teams, composed of extension agents, and persons 

trained in the use of audiovisual equipment, were to choose the 

settlerltrainers they wwld be working with in th  vlliaps, assist in 

tralning these individuals znd support the settler/trainers by trawling t o  

their nikms. The responsibilities of the mobile teams Included both 

training and information gathering. They were t o  relay questions and 

problems back to  a regional traintng center. 

The final phase of the project involved a follow-up s w e y  of the 17 

nikms that had been project villages t o  detemdne the value of Phis 

extension project 

The most innovative aspect of the project involved the use of 

settlw/trainers. it was viewed in the project documents as 'new and 

frankly expertmental.- The project documents pointed out, however, that 

there was w expectation that the settl wltralner program would be 

successful because of the history of voluntarlsm among Thailand's rural 



Accordjng to  an Audit Report conducted on tMs project, the 

project did not meet i ts goals. The project fat led mainly because there 

was a lack sf consensus as to the concept and value of %on-formal' 

educatiwl The project wm terminated ahead of the scheduled completion 

date of 12/31/83. 

The major reasons given for the termination wwe: 

1 )  reluctance on the part of many Thai officials t o  accept the 

concept of non-formal education (1.e. not In the tradftional 

2) lack of commitment by the Director of the Northeast 

Regional f raining Center to the Project; 

3) failure to utilize the mobile teams as originally intended; 

4) the curriculum and texts which were too complex t o  be 

easlly understood by the farmers. 

The failure of this project highlights the jrnwance of local suf&mrt 

for an jnnovativk project Whlle th i s  project appeared t o  be designed 

we1 1, the project could not succeed w ithwt local support 

Without a final evaluation, which was nut conducted, it impossible to  

cktermine from the documents available what was meant by the comments 

that the mobile teams were not used as originally l&nded and that the 

textual materials were too complex for the farmers. Both of these 



components, the use of the mobile teams and the appropriateness of the 

curriculum and texts, would be major determinants of the success or 

fa1 lure of a project vlented towards dinct fmer trainf ng 

(Since the project was terminated ahead of schedule, a comptee 

waluat ion by AID was not undertaken of this project 1 



PURPOSE: t NCEASt NG AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION ON S&''IALL HILLSIDE 

FARMS IN THE Pt M D A F 3 f f  WO MEETIPIS6S WATERSHEDS. IN ADDITION, 

CONTROLLlNG SBt L EWSt ON WAS A M M R  PURPOSE Of THE PROJECT. 

This five year f ntegrated nral development project had several major 

extension components. The Agricultural Externran Senrice was seen as 

playing a major role in the design znd implementation of this aroiect, and 



it was hoped that the externion program developed by this project would 

serve as a model for the country's extension program. 

In the first phase of the project. thirty extension agents received 

technical training, particuiarly on topics related soil erosion control. 

After this training was completed, five drmwtratim and training 

centers and fifty small-farm subcenters were to be established to 

demonstrate the benefits of l a d  terractng and multiple and continuous 

cropping technhni~ues. The extension agents were also t o  assist farmers 

who were chosen t o  participate in the project, to  develop f a m  plans and 

t o  select and use appropriate crop and cultivation techniques. The 

extension agents were also t o  wwk closely wf th fmner organfzattw, 

such as the Jamaica Agricu! t ural Sod ety (JAS) and the People's 

Cooperative Banks (PC Banks1 . The extension agents were also t o  wwk 

closely with the farming systems specialists t o  develop the most 

appropriate technical packages for f he target farmers. 1 t was envisioned 

that t k  extension agents would become less involved with the credit 

system, thzt thetr rote wwld become 'mm advisory and les3 dlrect.' 

According t o  an evaluation that was conducted on this project in I 980 

Evaluation of Pindar River md Two Meetings Integrated Rural 

Develo~rnent Project.). the project had met some of its goals, specifically 

related to erosion control, but that the research corn~onent of the project 

had become de-l inked f mm the extension component. 



Accordfng to  the aufbrs of tne evaluation, the technical component of 

the project had made more progress than the organizational component. 

The erosion control program had been irnplwnenteo with notable success. 

In fact, the extension agents had been able to  reach approxlrnately 

thirty-pwcent of the farms in the Project area. According t o  the 

evaluation, however, 'the message carriad by tk extension is 

predominately concerned with soil conservation while the information 

carried on production techniques appears to  be deficknt ... The agenda of 

the research component appears t o  be set independent of extension 

activities." 

The Repwt indicates that while the prof ect has made significant 

progress in reaching the target population, that the focus of the project 

has become increasingly oriented towards the soi 1 consewat ion aspects. 

According to the authors of the Report, 'what must be understood and 

continually repeated, i s  that 1.RD.P. i s  a development project with a strong 

soi 1 conservat t on component, not a soil conservation project with 

development aspirations." 

The Report also indicates that the small f amer organizations hmre not 

been included enough in the project. One of the major goals of the project 

was t o  work with these farmer organ1 zations and brtng about thetr 

participation in the project. the failure t o  include these participants, 

accordirq t o  the Report, 'has serious imp1 icatlons for the f met ionfng of 

a1 most everv comaonent of the Droorarn " 



The major criticism of the project revolve arsmd the the fact "that 

AccwdZng t o  the Report, the researches technicians, ' are Beveloping their 

Gne member sf tk wa3mtien team vf sf ted a farm accompanied 

by 8 soif co~~ervat%un agent. This was ow of the f rst fams to  

receive sewices under the Project including a loan t o  finance 

production activities after the land treatment. 

Later W? line same day the same farm was visited by another 

eva'ruat f on t earn member, accompanied by technicians f rm the 

research unit. The farm was presented as one of the 

sub-demonstratian ce~ters wed by the extension swvivce and 

an example of how the research results were being used in the 

field. it was later conf9med that the farm was not 8 

sub-demonstration center. 

The final cricitism centered around the role of the extension agent. 

After the farmer$ lands were treated for soil eruslon, the extensbn agent 

was to  provide cmt inuing infarmat.ian about improved farming systems, 

credit, (not respomibillty for credit repayment, but simply avai lab1 lity) 

and rnarketlna cI T k  extension agents in thf s project are not relaying 

information about prices and forecasting product ion levels. The absence of 

this information could lead farmers t o  make unwise nrndtr t  inn deckinns 



The :ack of communication between the researchers and the ex'knsi~n 

agents, the lack of invaivement of farmer organizations, and the lack of 

lnf omatjon provided t o  the farmers by the extension agents, cwld in the 

long run, undermine th i s  project. 

The criticisms of th i s  project poh t  out the importance of coordinating 

research and extension activities. Even though the project was successful 

in controlling erosion in many of the targeted areas, without a 1 inkage of 

the technical aspects with the extension component, these successes may 

not be sustainable over time. 



GUAl: TO INCREASE WAtLWDf R PRODUCT1 Y 1TY. 

PURPOSE: TO DE'VFLOF A FOOD CROP ADAPTIVE RESEARCH AND UCTENSiON 

SYSTEFl RESPONSIVE TO 7 HE NEEDS OF RURAL SMULWLDERS. 

The major extension goal of this ten year project involved developing 

appropriate and adaptive research and extension capabilities which would 

be responsive t o  the needs of rural smallholders. One main objective of . 

tlle project, according t o  the Project Paper, was t o  'develop an efficient 

and effective extension system that can be rep1 icated throughout Sierra 

Leone.' 



The second goal of the project wzs to  actively involve rural 

smatlhotders in the research and extension process and directly Fink the 

extension and research components. Originally 300 fanners (later 

increased t o  675) were to be selected to  be participants in the project. 

These f amem were to  receive demonstration of new crops and fanning 

techniques. An additional 20,000 farmers were ta  be provided with 

'minikits' consisting of planting rnaterial/seeds, cuttings, fertilizer and 

cultivation instructions. The project also had a training component Thirty 

extension technicians wwe t o  be trained in field data collection, cropping 

systems, basic agronomic studies soils fertility and rnulagernent, and 

basic extension and communication techniqies. 

An additional component of the project was intended t o  reach women 

smallholders who were t o  k given qua1 opportunity for training and 

ernpl~yrnent in the project. 

Several mass medla components were also discussed in the Project 

Paper. According t o  the authors of this docment, radio farm f o m s  and 

the use of audid visual and audio cassette techniques were to be 

considered. 

A Midterm Evaluation of this ~ r o j e c t  indicated that a great deal of 

research and data-producing activitjes were taking place as a result of 

this project in both the technical and social research areas.. The major 

criticism of the Midrerm Evaluation was that due t o  a lack of coordination, 

tMs inf ona t l on  was not being utilized. 



An A W t  Report conducted in October, 1984 was much more 

encovraging regarding the progress of this project. Even though f m e r s  in 

the target area had beer! hit by labor shortages, have insufficient storage 

facilities for their crops and lose a sizeable portion of their crops to  

pests and insects, the project had made considerable progress in a number 

of weas. By 1984, the project had accurn$lished the following: 

I 1 Establiskb a US. tech~ical assistance team for research at 

existing institutions and coordination with inkmational 

institutions; 

2)  Developed an extension system t o  transfer research results 

t o  the farmers and trained 50 extension agents; 

3 )  Involved 675 fanners in research and dmonstratim of new 

crops and farming technj ques; 

4) Distributed rnf ntkf ts  contafning irnWoved seeds, fertilizer 

and faning techniques to  swne 20,WO other f amers, and 

5) Enrol led 15 host country personnel in long-term educat lotwl 

programs and 35 in short-term pmgrams. 

f i e  major critiefsrns of thfs project revolve around that lack of 

project monitoring. The baseline survqs that were conducted st the 

beginning of the project were used to select the farmers for 

Oernunstration farms. The information (lathered could have Droved 



somewhat useful 2s a guide t o  measure the pmject impact md 

effectiveness. Howwer, the ;mfomatiun resulttng frwn the survey has not 

been used in this way. 

The 675 f m e m  who have trial and demonstratian farms are 

monitored, and have seen an increase in crop yields. Hawever, the farmen 

provided with the rninikits are not m i t o r e d  and evaluated Accwdfng to 

the Audit Report, while the 675 tamers on the demonstration plots may 

be representative of all farmers, without addl tional inf armation 

evaluating the Tamers who received the minikits, the effectiveness of the 

pfcrject cannot be judged. As a result of this criticism, project directors 

began a study of the farmers who had recelved minlkits. An examination 

of thls rnaterlai, If I t  is available, could give a better picture of the 

overall effectiveness sf this extension approach. 



This project was a follow-on t o  a major project in Senegal 

lmpiemented in the 1 970's. This pro jed was controversial in some 

respects from the start. There was disagreement within AID as t o  whether 

the first phase of this project had been successful In meeting its goals of 

inmasf ng cereals p r ~ 2 ~ ' c t  ion One evaluation indicated that, 'after four 

years of AID support, and the expend1 ture of $4.67 million, we found no 

evidence that the first pro jeCt had increased millet product ion.' Other 

dnriirn~nt~ jnriirate that tho malvcic that l ~ r l  tn thic rnnrlt rcinn wac 



incorrect, and that there had indeed ken increases in production. 

From the start, thls project was plagued by serious external factors 

which hindered the success of the project f k s e  pmblms included: poor 

rainfall, high input prices, lack of uedft, and mavallabllfty of fwti l f~w.  

According to a Hldtem Evaluationv ' the supply system fw the factors of 

praductlun and the agricultural product mchasing organization virtually 

disappeared. Short term credit for input purchases was cancelled." In 

addtt t on, there were problems related t o  staffing and funding. There was a 

great deal of twnovef within the SODEVA organization, and tbere were 

cons! derable misunderstandings betw e m  the f inanci a1 offices of USAlD 

and SODEVA that hindered the projects progress. 

The project had a number of extension eorn$onents. One of the major 

components was t o  establish an audio-visual center at PO& which could 

develop materials for extension agents. At the time of the Midterm 

evaluation, there had been long delays in construction. The final report 

Indicated, however, that the AV Center was operational, and part1 cuiarly 

in several areas k g .  graphics? was doing Quite a good job in developing 

materials. 

A second major extension component involved developing a Women in 

Development unit. As a result of a declslun early on in the project t o  

merge thls component wlth other actkities, some of the mnajor goals of 

th is  cnrnnnnent had heen minirni7ed Acrnrriinn t n the Midtmm Fvalr rnf inn 



however, "many WtD tompomnt isspects are, however, successful desptte 

these implernentatiam problems. Cmrnunal fields, skap fattening, 

woodlots, wd poultry raBing are going well, and management skills are 

being institutionahzed' According to  a latw impact Evaluation, the WID 

component was not entirely nacessf ul mainly because the USAID project 

manager "tended t o  neglect the WID cumpment.' 

The project initially twd a strong orientation towards traintng 

extension workers tn agrfcultural areas. A change in orientation within 

SODEV A early on reoriented the focus of this tralnlng towards functional 

Ilteracy. The training component, both fw extension agents and for the 

WID unit, seeemed fairly ineffective. 

While the original goal or the second phase, t o  increase millet 

productSon was not reached (due mainly t o  external factors) the Tina1 

evaluation sugest that the original extension messages and components df d 

reach the targeted farmers . Some radio programs for Radio Rurala were 

developed; a tightening of the link between research and extension has 

been established and better information on millet production has reached 

the tzrgeted fanners. 

I t  is difficult t o  zscertairr from the documents, the exact status of this 

project. Funding for this  project was terminated for six months because 

of financial issues raised by AID with regard to project funding. In 

addition SOMVA asked fwmally to  extend the project for an addlttonal 

period. Further docurnentatSon wi 11 be needed t o  complete the evaluation 



PROJECTS TO CONSIDER 

FOR FUTURE EVALUATIONS 



1. Project Number: fi6403 12 Country: f unisia 

Title: CTRD Rum1 Extenion and Outreach 

The purpose of  this project is to  establish a cumrnunicatiom  stem 

Between farmerr;, extensfan agents and researchers in Central Tunisia. The 

project is  part of 2 larger projef t which was scheduled t o  last fw 7 years, 

f ram 1 979- 1 986. 

2. hP jact Number: 5380099 Country: Other West Mies-Eastern 

f itte: fanning Systems R h D 

This project i s  a follow-on to  project number 5380015. The purpbse 

ef this project is t o  'develop an effective and sustainable Fanning 

Systems Research and Development Program in the Caribbean Agricu 

Research and Development l nst itute (CARD! ) that responds t o  the 

agricultural needs of participating comtries.'' CARD1 will also work with 

Public a d  private extension organizations, especially thge Caribbean 

Agricultural Extension KAEP) and partfcfpating Ministries of Agriculture 

t o  develop a joint and systematic approach t o  transfer improves 

technologies throuahout - the region vf a the FSR method. The time pert od 



for th i s  project ff from 1983- 1968. 

3. Project Number: 598058 1 (Subproject 0 1) County: Latfn 

American Regional 

Title; Rural Communication Sew ices 

The implementing agencies for this project are EWEL-Peru (&PI, a 

Peruvian Telecwnmunicat ion corporation and the Unlverslty of West 

Indies. The purpose of the project is t o  use satellite comrnunfcatians t o  

dlsswnlnate information t o  rural people on agriculture, mrtri tion and 

educat Rmal topics. The time period for this project it from 1979- 1986. 

4. Project Plumber: 6690 1 34 Country: Liberia 

Title: Rural l nf orrnation Systems 

This mass comrnunicatiw project is using radio comrnrnun i cat 

reach rural indidividuali According t o  the summary and abstract, this 

project also 5s emphasizing agricultural topics. The time frme for this 

project i s  from 1980-1987. 

5. Project Number: 5380101 Country:Other West indies 

Eastern Caribbean Regional 

Title: St. Vincent Aaricutturall Oevello~ment 



This project is beicg implemented by the Ministry of Trade from St. 

Vincent, CARD], and a PVO, the Orcjanizzt ion ror Rural Development. The 

project is using . a farming systems approach tc identify economical1 y 

optimum levels sf f erti l.ization and other cut turat practices. The research 

results will be d i s ~ e m i ~ k d  to f m e r s  in St. Vincent. The project began 

in 1 984 and f s scheduled for completion in 1 965. 

6. Project Nwnber: 6 1 10204 Country: Zarnbla 

Ti tlc: Chama Wf ce Production 

This project is being implemented by a PVO, Afticare. The purpose of 

the project Is to  increase rice production in the Chama district of Zambia. 

According t o  the project abstract,, " a rice-speci f i c  extension staff 

consisting sf an ay-icultural assf stant and cornrnadity demonstrator wit i 

Instruct each area's f amen in pli?:t?g and weeding rice in rows and the 

use of simple hand planting and weeding machines.' This project began in 

1 98 1 and was scheduled for cmpletlon in 1984. According t'd the Dl S 

system however, the only doocwnent available for this project is an 

Operational Program Grant (OPG) paper. 

7. Project Fi~mber: 4930326 Country: Thailand 

Title: Seed Development It 





8, Project Hvmber: 93 11 1 1 4 4  Country: LDC Farmers 

Title: Fanner t o  Fwmw Program 

This project was the only project of fts kind represented on the DI 

system. The project which ran from 1978- i979 was to  recruit and train 

LDC farmers at U.S. universities. The only d o m e n t  available for this 

project (A MisceI laneuus Project Document did not have sufficient 

information in wdef t o  evaluate this project. It might be worthwhile to  

attempt t o  contact individuals who were involved with this project. 

9. Project Number: 5220209 Country: Honduras 

Title: Smal t farmer Livestock t mprovemsmt 

This project involves establishing a joint public-private cornpaw. the 

Fundo Ganaaero of Honduras (patterned after projects in Ecuador, Colombia 

and Bcl ivia) t o  provide farmers w tth training, technical assistance and 

credit. The project began in 1983 and is scheduled t o  be completed in 

1990. 

* 

1 0. Project Number: 6980388 (Subproject 061 Africa Regional 

Tit le:  WTD-TRNG Farmer Women for Agr Pro-Chad 



This project which began in 1976 and was t o  be completed In 1984, 

was t o  establish special training centers in agriculture fw women in Chad. 

The only documents available oc the Dl system for this project are a 

Sector Assessment and a Bib1 iography. 



I t is  incorrect to  draw conc lusi om regarding the penera 1 approaches 
v 

used in these projects with such a small sample. It would be useful to 

evaluate the projects 1 W e d  in Appendf x One when documentation becomes 

aval lable. Three of these projects used a farming systems approach; two 

were mplemented by a PVO, and two involved the private sector in the 

project. 

For Me projects evaluated, however, several problems emerged that 

were shared by the e:$t projects. Many of the failures exhibited by the 

projects evaluated, involved either external factors or were unrelated t o  

a specific orientation or approach Several of  the projects suffered from 

poor performance by contractors. Contractors had not staffed the projects 

correctly, were behind fn training, staffing and construction (e.g. Project 

26300641, or had mismanaged funds. 

A second general problem revolved around ensuring l0cal Support fw a 

project, particularly one using a new and innovative approach, before the 

project is funded. Several of the projects k g .  4930295) rw rnto 

dif f icu l t  Zes because important local off icia 1s el ther did not understand or 

did not supgort the approach undertaken. 



Base",on these reviews, i t  also appears that long-range planning for 

t ransi tm from AiD t:, t h e  host government i s  rarely undertaken, k.~. 

52201 201, and that host governments often do not have the ability t o  fund 

recurring costs. 

An additional general r;ri"cicisrn is that extension agents are either 

overburdened by too many (and often inappropriate tasks) and are not well 

trained t o  do extension work k g .  5320046). 

It is clear from this evaluation that these innovative projects suffered 

from several serious problems. But f ram th i s  analysis alone, it cannot be 

determined whether al t ~ r o  jects using innova:tve methods w l l l  exhibit 

similar problems or indeed whether other more traditional projects also 

suffer from the shortcam ings pointed out in this evaluation 



APPENDIX W O  

CATEGORIZATION QF 1 065 

AID EXTENSION PROJECTS 



Rlm rrstrrm 
~ t l c u r e  Drrrlqnmt 
HaM Carrtr 
Paall Seal* I)O. b k l v l l b r  
Jorda Y a l t y  Ag S e w h a  
PaJlttr Orurlwnftt 
sm@m em3 m11n cro) tm. 
hg Wlemmt Sr;gpoPt 
tntcprrted W r l  brv*lwmt 
tmtltute ol A@ mlul Sol. 
Inctltcn* d Ep wd Anbl Solmr 
InlqvaW @trmlr 
RIWRLPI Comer Wll, (!W) 
Renef la  Cm. ad Iltllltetlm 
l m t l t v e c  uc ~ I w t r u r o  I t  
hrplarltual B W ,  l a v ~ l m  
tWy# Fr- SPais l  Tarr#Ctv 
IUlp*f&&18 S m I b I  h r w t r y  
ttdrbluh(kr 1111~  reeh ad tt@ 
~ f i w l t u r l  Rnrsrdr PI*. II 
Dry 1md hp. D o w t m t  I 
thrslm r t w  ~ ~ ~ a a n t  I I  
wm-krsad mrw ~ m i m  
t r w  oxl I n q  of A@ Wteurk 
Hoim ad Mbrld, h o b t l m  

BEST NAIL4BLE DOCUMENT 



.---- ,- .- -,- .--.,.,.....-- tal uds ~amw .uor~ mil mwes I ihm~ 7 









~bdn&r mlmt 

vmlmt and BraOrw Or.nP.Laa 

A@lnlCaa Wr YIM IW 

18lc"ert ltQrv OLld Rod Czrl (SLlbl 
orml Isrmmcra wsaomat 

iil Sltblllt~ Pi* Opy. (hl 

Clfrr pr~J In!! i~~!fg.~~_ 

trnlnl6 porr kn TS t~i;abl~ 
r~ablrg falrreto, piofearlwlr 

. ., . .. . . . - . . . 

BEST AVAILABLE DOCUMENT 
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This paper provides a preliminary assessment of kIDzs past 

?%tension experience, c u r r e n t  project portfolio, and future extension 

priorities. I t  is, in a sense,  an interim > .  r e p o r t  of a continuing 

study of A I D  projects aimed at identifying innovative extension 

approaches and their applicability in varying sextings. As such, it 

is also part  of a larger agency-wide initiative to implement t he  

Administra~or's renewed emphasis ori technoiogy t rans f sr  for 

agriculturai deveiopment. 

AID began its development work with a strong committment t o  

agricultural extension. During the 1 9 4 G Y s ,  1 9 5 0 ' 5 ,  and early 136G's, 

A 1 3  and izs predecessor agencies d e v o t e d  a large portion of their 

r e s o u r c e s  to establishing, expanding, and supporting extension 

institutions throughout the  world. This involved literally thousands 

oi extensionists o n  AID'S direct h i r c  >tafr' or borrowed from the USEA 

and t h e  land grant universities. 

After peaking in t he  l a t e  1950's and ear;y 1960 '5 ,  A i D ' s  

committnent to supporting national e x t e n s i o s  institutions was largely 

aoanaoned .  B y  t h e  f570's, AID'S support for national o x t e n s i a r i  

activities had virtuslly ended. What support f o r  extension remained 

was, for t he  most part, associated with particular dissemination 

efforts--either as par? of applied research projects or as p a r t  of 

geographicaily focused integrated agricultural or integrated rural 

developmeni e f f o r t s .  B y  t h e  mid-I970'sp n a t  l o n a !  e x z e n s  i t j n  s y s t e m s  
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had become t h e  central concern of c t h e r  d e v e l ~ p m e r ~ z  d o ~ ~ ~ s ,  

partlcuiarfy Zhe World Banic. 

Now i n  The :9SQ's, AID'S interest and involvement in agricultural 

extension is r i s i a g  again* In part, this reflects t h e  agency's (and 

the larger development comnunity's) re-emphasis of agricultural growth 

as a primary force in economic development. In part, it r e f i e c t s  the 

success of agricultural change and the Green Revolution i n  a few 

locales. In part, it reflects the continuing failure and relative 

decline of agriculture, and t h e  worsening food situation, nearly 

e v e r y w h e r e  e l s e ,  b u t  especiafly in Africa. 

Although AID'S new agricultural extension initiatives are just 

raking shape,  t h e y  w i l l  likely differ markedly f r o m  A I D ' S  earlier 

e f f o r t s ,  and from extension as it is conceived by most developing 

c o u n t r y  bureaucrats and American extensions. A I D ' s  new extension . 

initiatives promise t o  be more action oriented, mcre production and 

technology oriented, more decentral ized, and more innovat ive. T h e y  

promis. . in o t h e r  words to be more irr t u n e  with the opportunities tha t  

d e v e l o ~ i n g  country farmers dctually face and more willing t o  mobilize 

r e sources  to initiaze change .  But, be fo re  considering t h e s e  new 

directions, we should first l o o k  ar how A I D ' S  extension activit;es 

h a v e  e v ~ l v e d ,  

WHY A I D  ABANDGNED ZXTENSION 

3uring the first t w o  decades a f t e r  the SecorLd World W s r ,  A 1 3  a n d  

its predecess~rs pl*?yed a prominent r o i e  i n  c r e a t  ing and e x p a n d i r ~ g  

::a: i o n z l  e x t e r ~ s i o f i  jjisterns t k r o i i y h o u t  the w o r l d -  . b I C ,  fo r .  example ,  

BEST B L E  DOCUMENT 



4 
built national extension s y s t e m s  i n  nearly a dczen Latin and Csntrzl 

American countries where none had existed before.  It built 

univierslties, provided training and technical assistance, and paid  

r e c u r r e n t  costs for other  extension sys tems  tbro~ghout Asia and 

Africa. 

Y ~ F  despite its apparent success at building extension 

institutions <and despite intensive political d e b a t e s ) ,  A I D  abandoned 

its extsnsion emphasis quite quickly* The reason was simple: AID'S 

inves tment  in agricultural c x t e n s  ion was w i d e l y  perce ived as a failure 

because the extension s y s t e m s  that had been created were genersily 

ineffective, inefficient, and irrelevant. Improved technology was 
C 

s i m p l y  not being transferred to farmers and agricuitural productivity 

was increasing little i f  at all. 

Despite AID'S investment, agricultural extension in most of the 

developing world continued: 

o to be o v e r l y  centralized and paiiticized; 

o Z c  have limited contacts with farmers, researchers,  private 

industry, and o t h e r  agriculture participants; 

o to disseminate inappropriate technical packages by r c z e  and 

to have l i r n i t ea  knowledge o f  actual farming s y s t e m s ;  

o to h a v e  p o o r l y  training and overworked extension agen t ;  with 

numerous  non-extension responsibilities and limited 

experience in rural areas; 

o to rely on ineffective and outmoded methods; and 

c. x u  h a v e  littie o r  n o  effect on agrisuitural production. 
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These  problems, of c o u r s e ,  re f l ec ted  difficult conditions and 

iimited resources,  colonial legacies, inappropriate policies, and poor 

management, but they a l s o  ref lected AID9s own misperception of the 

nature and role of extension in developing countries. 

In the 1950's most experts f e l t  that appropriate Western 

technology already existed $0 improve developing country agriculture; 
I 

ali that was needed ;as to teach native farmers how to use i c .  This 

American ethnocentrism generally ignored t he  developing world's lack 

o f  inputs, services, and markets, as well as local political, 

economic, and social conditions. It adopted an extensionist view of 

extension, emphasizing process  over  substance, and trying t o  motivate 

farriers without af tering the conditions that they were be ing motivated 

ts ove rcome-  

Rice's 1971 r e p o r t  on 'Extension in t h e  Andes" s u n n e d  up the 

failures of AID'S support for national extension s y s t e m s  and suggested 

an alternative emphasis on extension activities grounded in the 

realities of particular agricultural change and rurai development 

pragrams. By the  early 197OYs,  in fact, most of AID'S extension 

act i v  it ies were conducted as part of larger agricultural research or 

area development projects. But this also proved probiematic. M 3 s t  

research projects, for example, emphasized research--the deveiogment 

of new Technologies- Extension came later ,  as an after-thought, and, 

given the rezlities of AID programming, often remained unfunded. i n  

iAD and IRE projects, extension was only one p a r t  o f  a complex, 

muiticomponent e f f o r t ;  occassionally it was successfu!, more o f f t e n  it 

failed. in general, such extension activities had marginai e f f e c t s  o n  



EXTENSION PROJECTS FROM 1975 TO 1954 

By t h e  mid-!97OPs, however, AID missions began experimenting with 

a wider variety of extension approaches. Same projects r e f l e c t e d  3 

growing interest in particular extension techniques, such as mass 

communications. Other projects involved new approaches to ? 

agr iculrural develapment, such as Farming Systems Research. d e  dm5 
still represented small scale dissemination efforts associated with 

research or IRD projects. 4 few even addressed national extension 

s y s t e m  problems. 

As t h e  1970's proceeded, more extension projects began to 

emerge. Between  1975 and 1984, for example, nearly 300 projects with 

5iynificant extension components were initiated. Mare than 30% cf 

these projects involved substantial e x t e n s i o n  activities within a 

singie country. More than 65% were implemented through govsrfimenc 

agencies, about 14% involved PVO's, 6 %  involved universities, and I c s ~ ~  

t han  2% involved private firms. 

Aimost 50% of  t h e  projects included training f o r  e x t e ~ s i o n  agents  

as a major  component. Almost 44% alsc included some kind oi direct 

traizing for farmers, o f t e n  bygassing national extension s y s t e m s .  

9niy & O U Z  16% o f  the projecxs focused explicitly on improving 

research and extension links. Only about 3% focused on improving 

national extension institutons themselves. 

Most of these extension projects were fairly convectional hurn,zn 

resource  development efforts. Nearly 30% of t h e  projects, f o r  

example, p r ~ v  ided  f ormai classroom education f o r  e x t e r , ~  ictl ;yt! i t t ,  
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I .  a o t h e r  16% supported  raining institutes and workshops, arid another 

? 

iZt provided on-the- job technical assistance. In addit ion, a l m o s t  25% 
f ,  
1 of the ~ & o  jects supported ex tgas  ion denonstrat  ions, usually i n  

connection with specific commodity or research projects. 

However, what characterizes these projects more than anything 

e l s e  is their eclecticism. They are all bits and p i e c e s .  Few seek 

radical changes. None address .the major constraints facing national 
aa. 

extension s y s t e m s .  Together,  t h e y  do nor .& up to a coherenr s trategy  

f o r  improving extension, either within a country or around the world. 

PROGRESS AND PROSPECTS 

In t h e  198Q*s,  however, AID has been developing new strategies 

f o r  sgricultural development. These s trateg ies  r e f l e c t  AID'S f o u r  

pillars--policy dialogue, institution building, technology transfer, 

and the private sector--and emphasize a strong deveiopment  and growth 

orientaxion, a reliance on research to d e v e l o p  improved technoiugies, 

an6 a r o l e  for extension in transferring t hese  technologies to 

farmers- Within this framework,  AID'S extension focus is now being 

refined to selectively strengthen public extension s y s t e m s ,  to apply 

ney extension techniq~es, and to stimulate increased involvement by 

the  privzte sector. k ser ies  of reports suggesting ways missions can 

stuengznen t5eir  extension activiiies is currently being prepared by 

the  Agricultural Technology Working Group. 

Many of these themes were already emerging in projects 

implemented during t h e  1870's and early 1980's. Between 1975 and  

I F 3 4 ,  i o r  sxample, more than 13% o f  A I 3 ' s  e x t e l l s i g n  prcjeccs apyi i ed  
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mass communication tools ro disseminaze exzeasion infornation. More 

Zhan 3% of the  projects involved private s e c t o r  institutions. Another 

three percent sought to i iak extension activities to Farming Systens 

Resarch initiatives. A number of the more innovative e f f o r t s  will 

likely be replicated w i d e l y  in  the  future. More detaiied information 

oa the most interesting projects will be provided in this study's 

first forrnal report i n  early fall- 

It should be clear, though, that nany challenges--and many 

opportunities--remain. AID still lacks a consistent extension 

s r r a t e g y .  A I D  still lacks a clearer underscanding o f  extension's 

place in agricultural development- A I D  still has no clear approach to 

improving existing extension institutions or to better linking 

extension and research.\ Clear ly ,  there will. be an important ole f o r  . / 
American extensionists who can creatively apply  their experience and 

experrise 2 0  the  agricult needs of the developing world. 


